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ABSTRACT
An abstract of the dissertation of Jean Mollenkamp Kjellstrand for the Doctor of
Philosophy in Social Work and Social Research presented May 8, 2009.

Title: Children with Incarcerated Parents: a Longitudinal Study of the Effect of
Parental Incarceration on Adolescent Externalizing Behaviors

Over the past two decades, the number of imprisoned adults in the United
States has quadrupled. Mirroring this trend is the rapidly increasing population of
children with incarcerated parents. The initial findings of research on the effects of
parental incarceration on children are disturbing, indicating a vulnerable group of
children at risk for poor outcomes. Yet, research on these children remains limited.
Several studies have focused on the description of these children, yet few have
analyzed the relationship between parental incarceration and child outcomes in
conjunction with other risk and protective factors. Understanding these relationships
is crucial to the development of effective programs and policies for these children.
Based on elements of risk and resilience theories, this study investigates the
relationships between key risk and protective factors for children of incarcerated
parents through the analysis of a longitudinal data set gathered as part of the Linking
the Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) investigation started in 1990 (Eddy,

Reid, Stoolmiller, & Fetrow, 2003). Through the LIFT investigation, 671 youth and
their families were followed over 14 years.
The main aims of the current study were to (a) explore differences in social
advantage, parent health, and parenting of families with and without an incarcerated
parent, and (b) test models that postulate that the relationship between parental
incarceration and youth's externalizing behaviors and delinquency is mediated by
social advantage, parents' health, and parenting skills.
The study revealed that parental incarceration is associated with higher levels
of externalizing behaviors and delinquency in children. These associations were
mediated by family's social advantage, the parents' health, and parenting strategies.
For externalizing behaviors, the mediation model explained approximately 60% of
the variance in youth externalizing behaviors in the 5th and 8th grades, and 20% of
the variance in 10th grade. The study found that while a similar model operated in
youth delinquency, it explained only 8% of the variance. The findings highlight the
important predictive and potentially protective relationship that family's social
advantage, parent health, and effective parenting skills have with youth externalizing
behaviors and serious delinquency for children with incarcerated parents.
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Chapter 1: Background and Significance
Since 1980, the number of imprisoned adults has quadrupled in the United
States, increasing from 320,000 to nearly 1,420,000 (U.S. Department of Justice,
2004), a rate which far surpasses general population growth in the United States
which is estimated to be 23.0% (Perry & Mackun, 2001). Mirroring this trend is the
rapidly increasing population of children with incarcerated parents, whose numbers
are now greater than at any other time in our country's history (Travis & Waul,
2003). In the past decade, the number of minor children in the United States with a
parent in a State or Federal prison increased from about 1 million in 1991 to nearly
1.5 million children in 1999 (Mumola, 2000). This represents roughly 2% of our
Nation's children. The number of affected children more than doubles—to 3.2
million children —if we include children with parents who have been recently
released from prison or jails as well as those with parents on parole (Mumola, 2002).
Yet even this figure may underestimate the total number of children affected by
parental incarceration. Absent are the children whose parents have been involved in
the system in the past but are not currently under correctional supervision; this
number may be as high as 5 million children (Reed & Reed, 1997). Taken together,
these estimates indicate that as many as 8.2 million children, or more than 1 in 10 of
all the children in the United States, may be affected by parental incarceration.
Despite the growing numbers of children with incarcerated parents, we have
little research examining how parental incarceration affects these children (Murray,
2005; Travis & Waul, 2003). Initial findings, however, indicate a vulnerable group
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of children at high risk for mental health problems, substance abuse, delinquency,
school difficulties, and future criminal behavior (Johnston, 1995; Jose-Kampfner,
1995; Murray & Farrington, 2005; Myers, Smarsh, Amlund-Hagen, & Kennon,
1999; Phillips, Burns, Wagner, Kramer, & Robbins, 2002). Research has found that
up to 70% of children of incarcerated parents develop emotional or psychological
disorders (Jose-Kampfner, 1995; Myers et al., 1999), 50% to 83% have problems at
school (Hanlon, O'Grady, Bennett-Sears, & Callaman, 2004, Henriques, 1982;
Murray & Farrington, 2005; Stanton, 1980), and 24% to 52% have delinquency
difficulties (Hanlon et al, 2004; Johnston, 1992; Murray & Farrington, 2005;
Stanton, 1980). Studies have further found that about 50% of youth in juvenile
detention settings, and 43% receiving mental health services have experienced
parental incarceration (Phillips et al., 2002).
An additional troubling trend in this unprecedented growth in incarceration is
an increasing overrepresentation of minorities who are imprisoned. A special report
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, found that African American males were over 6
times and Hispanic males nearly 3 times more likely to be incarcerated than
Caucasian males (Bonczar, 2003). Further, it was estimated that 22% of all black
males between the ages of 35 - 44 in 2001 had ever been imprisoned, compared to
10.0%) of Hispanic males and 3.5% of white males in the same age group. The report
projected that if the incarceration rates remained unchanged, that of those born in
2001, 1 in 3 black males, 1 in 6 Hispanic males, and 1 in 17 white males could
expect to be incarcerated at sometime during their lifetime. Another report by the

3
Bureau of Justice Statistics focusing on incarcerated parents (Mumola, 2000) found
similar disparities where, in 1997, 25.4% of all incarcerated parents were white,
46.7% were black, and 24.4% were Hispanic. In terms of rates of incarceration, this
translates to 0.8% of white children, 7.0% of black children, and 2.6% of Hispanic
children with a parent in prison. Black children were almost 9 times and Hispanic
children 3 times more likely than white children to have an incarcerated parents
(Mumola, 2000).
While the disparities in incarceration in part reflect different crime rates, they
also are likely indicative of disparities in criminal justice processing and decision
making which has been known to discriminate against racial minorities through such
practices as racial profiling, harsher sentencing, inaccessibility to legal counsel, and
inaccessibility to quality representation (Mauer, 2007). If parental incarceration
increases the likelihood for negative outcomes for children and families with an
incarcerated parent, then the disproportionate amounts of parental incarceration in
African American and Hispanic communities may become a mechanism which
further exacerbates racial disparities between these children, families, and
communities, making the issue even more urgent to address.
Traditionally, research on inmates has focused on issues related to crime
deterrence, recidivism, and prison operating costs (Phillips, Burns, Wagner, & Barth,
2004). Few investigators have considered the emotional and financial costs
shouldered by the families and children left behind. Nor have many considered how
this translates into future trauma and costs for individuals, specific racial/ethnic
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populations, or the community as a whole in terms of increased mental illness,
substance abuse, and criminality, as well as lost economic, political, and social
capital of families and communities. Even though many of these children and their
families are involved in child welfare, criminal justice, and mental health systems, no
system or specific academic discipline has yet claimed responsibility for tracking,
overseeing, researching, developing services, or advocating for this particular
population (Eddy & Reid, 2003; Seymour, 1998).
While there seems to be a growing interest in children of incarcerated parents,
the research is still sparse and often methodologically weak. Thus far, it has been
primarily descriptive, used convenience samples, and has had small sample sizes.
Further, the studies have rarely used standardized instruments, comparison groups, or
interviewed the children directly (Murray 2005; Phillips et al., 2002; Poehlman,
2005; Seymour 1998). In a review of 43 studies of prisoners' families and children,
Murray (2005) found most of the studies used convenience samples, only 10 used
standardized instruments or official records to measure child outcomes, 10 used a
comparison group to separate out the effects of imprisonment on children from other
factors, and 13 used direct interviews with the prisoners' children. Seven studies
used longitudinal designs, only one of which followed prisoners' children for more
than one year. It is clear that we need more methodologically sound and longitudinal
studies to better understand: (a) how parental incarceration affects children, (b) the
mechanisms through which parental incarceration affects children, and (c) how to
intervene with this vulnerable population to prevent outcomes such as mental health
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difficulties, delinquency, and criminal activity later in their lives. Without this
information, professionals and policy makers in the child welfare, mental health, and
criminal justice fields lack crucial information to guide the development of effective
programs and policies to promote well-being for this high risk group of children and
their families (Hanlon et al., 200.5; Seymour, 1998).
This study will contribute to our existing knowledge base in several ways. To
begin with, the study is based on strong methodology. The study used longitudinal
data from a large sample (n = 671) of children and families collected between 1991 2008 as part of the Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) study from
Oregon Social Learning Center in Eugene, Oregon (Eddy, Reid, Stoolmiller, &
Fetrow, 2003). The large sample size provided power for complex analyses
involving latent variables and structural equation modeling. The longitudinal nature
of the data provided an opportunity to examine the relationship between parental
incarceration and youth behavior over the course of adolescence. Since both families
with an incarcerated parent and families without an incarcerated parent from the
same community were involved in the study, the data provided an important
normative comparison group for the analyses. The data were collected with
standardized instruments which have been used extensively and reliably with minor
children. Additionally, the research used a multi-method and multi-informant
assessment strategy as a way to help decrease potential measurement errors and
reporting biases. All of this provided the basis for a methodologically strong study.
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Secondly, the study expands our current understanding of children and families
with an incarcerated parent by exploring not only how parental incarceration affects
children but through what mechanisms. The study focused specifically on the
relationship between parental incarceration and child externalizing behaviors (overt
behaviors that are disruptive, aggressive, or defiant in nature) and examined the
mediating roles that a family's social advantage, parents' health, and parenting
quality play in connection to child externalizing behaviors.
The specific aims of the study were to:
1. Examine differences in elements of social advantage, parent health, and
parenting of families with an incarcerated parent and those without an
incarcerated parent.
2. Investigate the association between parental incarceration in childhood
and subsequent externalizing behaviors of youth during their 5th, 8th, and
10th grades in school.
3. When controlling for a family's social advantage, parents' physical and
mental health, and effective parenting skills, investigate the direct effect
of parental incarceration in childhood on youth's externalizing behaviors
during their 5th, 8th, and 10th grades.
4. Test models that postulate that the relationship between parental
incarceration in childhood and youth's externalizing behaviors is
mediated by social advantage, parents' health, and effective parenting
skills.

7
The Effects of Parental Incarceration on Children
The ways in which parental incarceration affect children are complex. To begin
with, the incarceration of a family member does not necessarily mark the beginning
of problems but rather a continuation or even exacerbation of an already challenging
situation (Travis & Waul, 2003). With multiple co-occurring risks that the family
may be experiencing, it is unclear if parental incarceration is a risk marker (a
spurious indicator of other risks within the family), an additional risk factor over and
beyond the other risks the children and their families are experiencing, or a risk
mechanism (a situation that leads to additional risk factors such as financial strain,
emotional stress, social stigma, and parenting stress). Secondly, not all children's
experiences with parental incarceration are the same. Some of these differences
include the degree to which, or duration that, a child was in contact with the parent
prior to the parent's incarceration, the level of disruption the incarceration causes,
the subsequent caregiving relationship and environment, the number of times and
duration that a parent is incarcerated, the amount/type of contact with the inmate
parent during incarceration, the age of the child at the time of incarceration, and
characteristics unique to the child such as gender, temperament, locus of control, and
IQ (Murray, 2005; Travis & Waul, 2003).
High risk lives of inmate parents. For many inmate parents, incarceration is
often another blow to a life marked by little education, poverty, substance abuse
difficulties, mental health problems, and past trauma (Johnston, 1995; Travis &
Waul, 2003). A recent national assessment by the U.S. Department of Justice
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(Mumola, 2000) found that only a fifth of parents (19.2%) in prison had any
education beyond high school, and a fifth (18.0%) had graduated from high school.
The majority either had not completed high school (34.0%) or had obtained a GED
(29.0%). While most (72.2%) parents were employed during the month prior to their
arrest —with a majority of these employed full time (60.8%)-- most (74.4%) made
less than $24,000/year; half of inmate parents (50.3%) made less than $12,000/year.
Employment circumstances were more dire for the incarcerated mothers; fewer were
employed (55.8% — only 44.2% full-time) and nearly 67.9% made less than
$12,000/year.
Substance abuse was extensive, with a majority of inmate parents (57.5%
fathers, and 65.3% mothers) reporting using drugs in the month prior to their arrest
and a quarter of the inmates (25.1%) reporting having problem with alcohol
dependence. Overall, 10% of the parents reported a mental illness; for mothers the
incidence was higher (16.4%). In a more recent study of 6,146 incarcerated parents,
Dallaire (2007) found similar results. Of the incarcerated mothers with minor
children, 78% reported using an illegal drug regularly and 15% reported having an
emotional or mental illness. Half of the mothers (50%) also reported having been
sexually abused, and 51% reported having been physically abused. Of the
incarcerated fathers with minor children, 72% reported using an illegal drug
regularly, and 7% reported having an emotional or mental illness.
While there are only a few studies that have examined family backgrounds of
inmate parents specifically, inmates in general often come from traumatic pasts. In a
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recently released Bureau of Justice Statistics report (James & Glaze, 2006), 32% of
State inmates had parents who abused drugs or alcohol, 22% had a parent who had
been incarcerated, 19% had been abused either physically or sexually as a child, 36%
reported they had received government aid at some point during their childhood, and
42% had lived in single-parent households. For women inmates, the likelihood of
past trauma is greater. Many (44%) women in State prison reported a history of
physical or sexual abuse, many witnessed verbally or physically aggressive
interactions between their own parents during childhood, and many had family
members who were incarcerated or absent during childhood (Greene, Haney, &
Hurtado, 2000; Greenfeld & Snell, 1999; Keaveny & Zauszniewski, 1999; Martin,
Cotton, Browne, Kurz, et al., 1995; McClellan, Farabee, & Crouch, 1997). Initial
research focusing specifically on inmate parents indicates similar traumatic
backgrounds (Greene et al., 2000).
Risks for the children of incarcerated parents. The challenges faced by the
inmate parents can translate to higher risks for their children. These risks can begin
early. The Children of Offenders study (Johnson & O'Leary, 1987) found that 77%
of the children of currently or previously incarcerated women were exposed
prenatally to alcohol and/or drugs. Such exposure can lead to such problems as fetal
alcohol syndrome, prematurity, delayed developmental growth, and learning
disabilities (Azuma & Chasnoff, 1993; Carta, Atwater, Greenwood, McConnell,
McEvoy, & Williams, 2001; Olds, Henderson, & Kitzman, 1994). In a recent study,
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nearly half of children whose mothers were currently imprisoned were exposed to
substances prenatally (Poehlman, 2005).
The risks do not end there for many children of incarcerated parents. A
majority will experience one or more risk factors including: poverty, unstable home
life, an absent father, parental substance abuse, maternal mental illness, exposure to
criminal activities, domestic abuse, and/or community violence (Myers et al., 1999;
Poehlman, 2005). All of these are key predictors of poor child outcomes.
A recent study of children of incarcerated parents found that the majority of
children (60 - 88%) had four or more risk factors across contextual levels (Poehlman,
2005). Daillaire (2007) found in her study of 1,427 inmates in the United States, that
as the number of risks for the incarcerated parents and their families increased (e.g.
single-parent family, large family size, low education of inmate, inmate mental
health disorders, inmate substance abuse, and inmate history of sexual and physical
abuse), so did the likelihood of a child in the family being incarcerated as an adult.
This was especially true for incarcerated mothers. Of the incarcerated mothers in the
study who reported that their adult child was incarcerated, two thirds of the mothers
had four or more risk factors. A growing body of research indicates that multiple
risks (particularly having antisocial parents), increase a child's likelihood of
developing problems including criminal behavior, substance abuse, and violence
(Farrington, Jolliffe, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber, & Kalb, 2001; Loeber &
Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Poehlmann, 2005).
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Parental incarceration as an independent risk factor. While several studies
have documented the numerous risk factors to which children of incarcerated parents
are exposed, research is just beginning to separate the effects of incarceration from
other risk factors. Four recent investigations have found that parental incarceration
was associated with poor child outcomes even when controlling for other risk factors
(Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; Murray & Farrington, 2005, 2007; Phillips et al.,
2002). In Phillips' investigation (2002) of parental incarceration among adolescents
receiving mental health services in the United States (n = 258), she and her
colleagues found that when controlling for other risk factors (abuse/neglect,
residential instability, poverty, parental substance abuse, and parental mental illness),
parental incarceration significantly predicted more incidences of suspension,
expulsion, arrest or incarcerations of the adolescents between intake and follow-up.
Additionally, parental incarceration significantly predicted higher clinical symptom
severity scores on a variety of psychological symptoms for the youth at follow-up.
Murray and Farrington (2005) found in their longitudinal study of boys in London (n
= 411) who were born in the early 1950's, that even when controlling for other types
of child/parent separations and childhood risk factors (e.g. low IQ, daring behavior,
poor maternal attitude) parental incarceration occurring in the first 10 years of the
boys' lives, significantly predicted antisocial outcomes (e.g. substance abuse,
delinquency, criminality) as far out as 32 years. In a later study with the same
sample, Murray and Farrington (2008) found that parental incarceration also
significantly predicted boys' internalizing behavior (neuroticism, anxiety,
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depression) from 14 years old through 48 years old, controlling again for other types
of child/parent separations and childhood risk factors (e.g. low IQ, poor supervision,
poor marital relations, low family income). In a third study, Huebner and Gustafson
(2007) who followed U.S. youth (n = 1,258) from the late 1970's through 2000,
found that maternal incarceration significantly predicted increased adult probation
and conviction for adult offspring, even when controlling for individual
characteristics of the offspring, maternal characteristics, and family environment.
One study, however, did not find that parental incarceration associated with child
outcomes when controlling for other risk factors. Kinner, Alati, Najman, and
Williams (2007) used a sample of Australian children born in the early 1980's to
examine internalizing behaviors, externalizing behaviors, and alcohol use of 14 year
old children with incarcerated fathers (n = 2,399). They found parental incarceration
significantly predicted child externalizing behaviors, internalizing behaviors, and
children's alcohol use at age 14. However, when controlling for social and familial
risk factors (including socio-economic status, maternal mental health, maternal
alcohol use, maternal monitoring of child, and relationship difficulties between
mother and partner/spouse), the relationship between paternal incarceration and the
child outcomes was not significant. The seeming inconsistency of findings between
the studies highlights the need for more research focusing on parental incarceration
as an independent risk factor to help us more fully understand the specific
relationship between parental incarceration and child outcomes across different
populations, within different countries, or within different types of welfare states.

13
Incarceration as a risk mechanism. As mentioned earlier, while the
incarceration of a family member is not necessarily the start of problems for families,
it can worsen an already difficult family situation through the loss of family income,
additional childcare responsibilities, corrosion or change of relationships, parenting
strain, stigma and social isolation, and the shifting of housing and schooling — all of
which may cause further instability and stress for the children and their families
(Arditti, Lambert-Shute, & Joest, 2003; Johnston, 1995; Murray, 2005; Norman,
1995).
In her qualitative study where she interviewed families (n = 56) visiting an
incarcerated parent (usually a father), Arditti and her colleagues (2003) found that
two thirds of the families reported being financially worse off since the incarceration
of their family member. Not only was there the loss of income from the inmate
parent but also a loss of child support, increased costs connected to incarceration
(e.g. attorney fees, collect calls, cash for the inmate), and an increased likelihood of
mothers leaving employment when a partner was incarcerated. In the study, most of
the participating families were economically disadvantaged prior to incarceration,
and became more so after the parent was imprisoned. Nearly a third (29%) of the
sample reported living on less than $5,000 per year (the poverty line for a family of
four at the time of the study was $18,100). In addition to financial strains, 79% of
families reported a variety of other problems due to incarceration including
emotional stress, parenting strain, work-family conflict, and concerns for their
children.
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The connections between depleted financial resources, depression, ineffective
parenting, single parenthood, and eventual poor outcomes for children have been
well documented in research on the general population (Grant, Compas,
Stuhlmacher, Thurm, McMahon, & Halpert, 2003; Jones, Forehand, Brody, &
Armistead, 2002, Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989; Simons, Johnson, Conger,
& Lorens, 1997). More research is needed that explores a possible risk mechanism
operating through these multiple dimensions for children and families with an
incarcerated parent.
The protective role of family environment and parenting/caregiving. While
facing these risks associated with parental incarceration increases a child's likelihood
of poor outcomes, it does not mean that child maladjustment is inevitable. A
separate and growing body of research has found that a stimulating, safe, and
responsive family environment not only cultivates children's cognitive and language
development but such an environment can be a key protective factor for a child's
emotional health during a stressful period, while those who have been exposed to a
lower quality environment are at increased risk of negative outcomes (Werner,
2000). Effective parenting (specifically positive reinforcement, discipline, and
supervision) has also been shown to diminish the effects of stressful situations and
decrease the likelihood of negative outcomes (Eddy & Chamberlain, 2000; Knutson,
DeGarmo, & Reid, 2004; Martinez & Forgatch, 2002, Reid & Patterson, 1989).
Initial research on children of incarcerated parents is finding similar
protective roles in the family environment and parenting. Specifically, the quality of
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the caregiving environment subsequent to incarceration seems to moderate and/or
mediate the effects of cumulative risks on child outcomes. In a recent study of
children with substance-abusing, incarcerated mothers (most of whom had not been
the principal caregiver prior to incarceration) a mother's incarceration did not appear
to lead to deviance or maladjustment for the children (Hanlon et al., 2000). Nearly
80% of the children reported that they currently lived in a "peaceful and caring home
atmosphere" and most were satisfied with how they were currently parented by their
surrogate mothers (most often their grandmothers). This gives credence to the idea
that a positive caregiving situation by others may protect children from negative
outcomes that are often associated with incarceration, especially of the mother.
Poehlman (2005) found that the relationship between caregiver risks and
children's intellectual outcomes was buffered by the quality of the current family
environment. The children's intellectual outcomes were found to be associated with
the cumulative sociodemographic risks of the current caregiver (not maternal risks,
children's biological risks, or children's racial status). As the number of
sociodemographic risks decreased, the likelihood of caregivers providing a safe,
stimulating, and responsive environment increased.
In a final study, Mackintosh, Myers, and Kennon (2006) found that children of
incarcerated parents who felt higher levels of warmth and acceptance from their
caregivers experienced fewer internalizing and externalizing behaviors.
Furthermore, they found that the level of warmth and acceptance was higher when
the caregivers' parenting stress was low. Because of their potential moderating and
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mediating roles between risks and child outcomes, the quality of the parenting and
the family environment warrants special attention.
Differences in children's experiences of parental incarceration. While there
is a strong association between parental incarceration and poor child outcomes, not
all children's experiences with parental incarceration are the same. These
differences need to be considered when looking at eventual child behavior outcomes.
Some of the differences include the degree to which the child was in contact with the
parent prior to the parent's incarceration and the duration of that contact, the level of
disruption incarceration causes, the subsequent caregiving relationship and
environment, the amount of time the parent is incarcerated, the amount/type of
contact with the inmate parent during incarceration, the age of the child at the time of
incarceration, and characteristics unique to the child such as gender, temperament,
locus of control, and IQ.
The degree to which and duration that a child was in contact with the
incarcerated parent prior to imprisonment, and level of disruption the child
experienced due to the parent's incarceration vary widely among children of
incarcerated parents. Roughly a third of the incarcerated parents in State prisons
(37.3%) and nearly half in Federal prisons (49.0%) lived with their children a month
prior to admission (Mumola, 2000). Incarcerated mothers were far more likely to
have lived with their children in the month prior to incarceration at either the State or
the Federal level (58.5% and 73.4% respectively) than inmate fathers (35.6% and
47.2% respectively). Of these mothers, roughly 79% were single parents. In 1999,
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over a third of a million children (336,300) had a resident parent in the State or
Federal prisons (300,900 had a resident father, and 35,400, a resident mother).
During their parents' incarceration, the majority (roughly 90%) of all children
remained with a member of their family. In terms of children with an imprisoned
father, Mumola found that most children continued to live with their mother (90.6%).
The others with an imprisoned father lived with a grandparent (11.6%), another
relative (4.6%), friends (5.6%), or in a foster home (1.4%). In contrast, children
with an incarcerated mother lived with their fathers less than a third of the time
(29.4%o). Most children with an incarcerated mother lived with a grandparent
(48.9%o). Others with an imprisoned mother lived with another relative (29.8%),
friends (11.2%), or in a foster home (6.4%).
Children who were not living with the inmate parent prior to their arrest may
experience little change or disruption due to the incarceration. Yet for those who had
been living with the inmate parent, incarceration of a parent can represent a major
transition in family structure where the child loses one parent and, possibly, gains
one or more new caregivers. Research on the impact of parental transition in general
has indicated that losing a resident parent can be stressful to the child and harmful to
his or her development and adjustment (Amato & Keithe, 1991; Capaldi & Patterson,
1991). No research has yet been done that has examined how these different levels
of family disruption influence children's adjustment for children with an incarcerated
parent.
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A final complexity of the issue has to do with child differences such as
developmental age, temperament, IQ, locus of control, and gender. Due to
developmental differences, abilities, and needs, children of different ages are likely
to react differently to the event of parental incarceration (Johnston, 1995; Rutter,
1985). The impact of an event can vary depending on children's ability to
understand it, the children's cognitive ideations of themselves and their experiences,
and the combination and interaction of developmental and external changes that are
co-occurring (Rutter, 1985). Infants and toddlers may be especially vulnerable to
attachment problems associated with the unavailability or inconsistency of parent's
care (Bowlby, 1969, 1973) and disruptions in the parents' lives (Thompson, Lamb,
& Estes, 1982; Vaughn, Egeland, Sroufe, & Waters, 1979). Preschoolers'
attachment to parents might also be compromised (Parke & Clarke-Stewart, 2003)
and, if they are not in a childcare or school setting, they are more likely to have
witnessed the crime and/or arrest, causing additional stress and trauma (Johnston,
1995).
In a recent study on attachment relationships of children with incarcerated
mothers, the majority of children (ages 2.5 - 7.5) whose mothers were incarcerated
had insecure relationships with mothers and caregivers (Poehlmann, 2005). A stable
caregiving situation was the strongest predictor of secure attachment, which has been
associated with resilience in other populations of high-risk children (Howes, 1999;
Masten & Coatsworth, 1998; Stovall-McClough & Dozier, 2004). Older children
may have already experienced multiple placements and caregivers prior to the
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incarceration of a parent. Johnston (1992) found that only 10% of older children
with an incarcerated parent had lived with one primary caregiver since birth.
Finally, temperament, locus of control, IQ, and gender of the child may make a
difference in how a child reacts and behaves. Research has found that, in general,
children who have easy temperaments, have high self-esteem, are intelligent, and are
independent are more resilient in adverse situations (Rutter, 1985; Werner & Smith,
1992). Other research has demonstrated that boys tend to be more negatively
affected by stressful changes (Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabella, 1998) and react
differently than girls in terms of externalizing and internalizing problems
(Cummings, Davies, & Campbell, 2000, Zahn-Waxier, Crick, Shirtcliff, & Woods,
2006). Very little research to date has focused on how these child characteristics
influence adjustment of children with an incarcerated parent.
Two studies to date have focused on the role of temperament. Hagen, Myers,
and Mackintosh (2005) examined the role of hope, social support, and stress on
behavioral problems in children of incarcerated mothers. They found that children
with low levels of hope had more externalizing and internalizing problems.
Poehlman (2005) found that young children, who reacted to separation from their
incarcerated mother with sadness rather than anger, were more likely to have secure
attachment relationships, which in turn were related to the increased likelihood of
positive outcomes. Much more research needs to be done that examines how these
and other child characteristics affect child outcomes when a parent is incarcerated.
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Adolescent Externalizing Behaviors
The study focused specifically on the relationship between parental
incarceration and child externalizing behaviors, and the mediating roles of a family's
social advantage, parents' health, and parenting quality in connection to child
externalizing behaviors.
Youth behavior problems are generally grouped into two broad categories:
internalizing behaviors and externalizing behaviors. While internalizing behaviors
reflect more inward-directed behaviors such as depression, anxiety, withdrawal or
other emotional/mood disorders, externalizing behaviors are overt behaviors that are
often disruptive, negative, aggressive, destructive, or defiant in nature such as in
conduct disorder, hyperactivity, or obsessive-compulsive disorder (Achenbach,
1991; Keil & Price, 2006; Lui, 2004). Children with externalizing behaviors have
been found to have an increased risk of poor outcomes later in their lives including
delinquency, criminality, mental and physical health difficulties, violence, social
adjustment, and marital difficulties (Farrington, 2005; Moffit, 1993, Moffit, Caspi,
Harrington, & Milne, 2002).
In research on the general population, a family's social advantage, parenting
quality, and parents' health have been shown to play important protective roles in
child adjustment and, specifically in reducing child externalizing behaviors
(Ackerman, Brown, & Izard, 2004; Grant et al., 2003; Jones et al., 2002; Palusci,
Crum, Bliss, & Bavolek, 2008, Votruba-Drzal, 2006). In a meta-analysis of 34
longitudinal studies focusing on elementary-aged children, a family's socio-
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economic status (SES), a broken home, having abusive parents, having poor parentchild relationship, and having antisocial parents were all predictors of violent or
serious delinquency for the child in the adolescent and young adult years (Lipsey &
Derzon, 1998). Of these risks, family SES (mean effect size = .25) and having antisocial parents (mean effect size = .27) were the most predictive of future anti-social
behavior for the child. In another summary of research compiled by Hawkins,
Herrenkohl, Farrington, Brewer, Catalano, and Harachi (1998), childhood parental
criminality (mean effect = .11) and poverty (mean effect = .09) were identified as
significant predictors of future youth violence across several studies.
The specific effect of parenting on child externalizing behaviors was explored
in a meta-analysis of 47 studies completed by Rothbaum and Weisz (1994). Their
analysis focused on studies examining six specific aspects of parenting:
praise/approval, guidance (clear and consistent messages), motivational strategies
(positive incentives rather than threats), synchrony (involvement, attunement),
coercive control (influence of child through force, physical manipulation, harsh
commands), and restrictiveness (degree of constraint). Across studies, they found
that praise, positive motivational strategies, synchrony and the absence of coercive
control were associated with fewer child externalizing behaviors (with mean study
effect sizes (r) ranging from .11 - .25). In studies that combined five or more
parenting variables into an aggregate parenting variable, the mean study effect size
of parenting on child externalizing behavior was even stronger (r = .45).
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The specific link between parental mental health and child externalizing
behaviors was highlighted in Connell and Goodman's meta-analysis (2002)
examining 134 studies which focused on a variety of parental mental health
problems (including alcohol/substance abuse, depression, anxiety disorders,
schizophrenia, antisocial personality disorder, bipolar disorder, and a mixed category
of mental distress). In their analysis, Connell and Goodman found an overall
weighted mean effect of .17 (for mothers) and .16 (for fathers) between child
externalizing behaviors and parental mental health problems. Parental depression
and overall mental distress were the two mental health conditions most predictive of
child externalizing behaviors. Maternal depression and overall distress were found
to have weighted mean effects of. 16 and . 19 respectively. Paternal depression and
overall distress were found to have weighted mean effects of .14 each. Maternal and
paternal alcohol or substance abuse followed closely behind with .11 and .12
weighted mean effects on child externalizing behaviors.
While these and other studies highlight the important role of a family's social
advantage, parenting, and parents' health in child adjustment, specifically in
reducing child externalizing behaviors, only a few studies have investigated these
relationships in the context of children of incarcerated parents. In light of the
association of externalizing behaviors to poor outcomes later in life, especially to
future delinquency and criminal behavior, understanding the mechanisms through
which risk or protection operate is crucial in breaking potential intergenerational
cycles of poor adjustment and distress.

While there are still many critical empirical gaps surrounding the effect that
parental incarceration has on children, this study has addressed some of these gaps
our understanding by not only looking at the relationship between parental
incarceration and child adjustment in conjunction with other risk and protective
factors, but also by examining and proposing a model of how these risk and
protective factors are related to one another.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework
Over the years, many theories and models have been introduced to explain the
involved process through which antisocial and prosocial behavior develops in
children. The effect of parental incarceration on child outcomes might best be
conceptualized by a model that incorporates several different theoretical approaches
including ecological, developmental, risk/resilience, and transactional dimensions.
Ecological Perspective
First introduced into the field of child development by Brofenbrenner (1979,
1986), the ecological perspective focuses on person-environment relationships and
provides a broad framework that maps out the many pathways that can lead to
specific child behavior. According to this model, individuals are embedded in a
larger hierarchically nested set of systems or environments, which interact with one
another, mutually shaping, changing, and adapting over time.
Brofenbrenner's original model delineated four distinct ecological levels: the
microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, and the macrosystem. The
microsystem involves the most immediate or proximal social and physical
environments to the individual such as the family, peer group, and school
environments. The mesosystem focuses on the interactions and network between
these microsystems. The exosystem contains the more distal environments which
affect the microsystems but not the individual directly (e.g. the parent's workplace,
the school board, local government). Finally, the macrosystem includes broad
ideological and institutional patterns of a particular society or culture (e.g. social

policy, social norms, and attitudes). In the early 1980's, Belsky modified
Brofenbrenner's model to one that is perhaps more intuitive and applicable. In his
model, Belsky takes the basic idea of the different ecological levels but (a) defines
each level slightly differently, (b) identifies the mesosystem as a process occurring
between systems rather than a unique level, and (c) introduces an additional
ecological level, the "ontogenetic development" (Belsky, 1980). In this revised
model, the ecological levels are described as follows:
(a) The ontogenetic development (individual) level -the individual's
psychological or biological characteristics;
(b) The microsystem (family) - the family environment including
familial relationships, family structure, parenting styles, and
family interactions;
(c) The exosystem (community) - the community outside the family
including the neighborhood, workplace, school, peer groups,
income level, employment; and,
(d) The social macrosystem (society) - overarching values and beliefs
of the culture.
The model suggests that developmental outcomes for the child are influenced
by many factors including characteristics of the individual, his/her family,
community and society, and furthermore, that one cannot reliably predict the future
of one system without knowing something about the other systems with which it is
linked.

26
In the late 1990's, Brofenbrenner added two propositions to his original model
(Brofenbrenner & Evans, 2000). These additions stressed the importance of
proximal interactions as well as the level of exposure in an interaction. Specific
dimensions of exposure that he described included the duration of exposure, the
frequency, the consistency of the exposure, the timing over the course of
development, and the intensity. A developmental outcome at a later point in time
was a function of the characteristics of the developing individual, characteristics of
and interactions with the immediate environment of the child, and the length and
frequency of the exposure of the interactions. These last two propositions will be
especially pertinent to the issue of children of incarcerated parents who vary
considerably in the amount and length of contact they have had with their imprisoned
parent as well as their age when their parent was incarcerated.
The strength of the ecological perspective is that it provides a very holistic and
comprehensive view of child development that helps to examine the interaction of
multiple systems. In doing so, the perspective acknowledges the complexity of
development and the multiple potential pathways to different developmental
outcomes.
Risk and Resilience Theories
Risk and resilience theories help to further delineate the specific processes
occurring within this broader framework. According to risk theories, exposure to
risk increases a child's likelihood of negative outcomes. Risk factors can occur
within all four ecological levels; some may be characteristics of the individual (a risk
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Table 1.
Risk and Protective Factors in Child Development (Pollard & Hawkins, 1999; Rutter, 1985; Zeanah,
Boris, &Larrieu, 1997)
Risk Factors
Ecological Level
Protective Factors
Society/community
Lack of educational and
• Many educational and
employment opportunities
employment opportunities
Racial discrimination

•

Collective efficacy

Poverty and social class

•

Healthy beliefs and clear
standards

Community laws and norms
favorable toward drug use, firearms,
crime

•

Strong attached relationships
with adults who hold healthy
beliefs and clear standards

•

Positive parent-child
relationships

•

Effective parenting (e.g.
supervision, monitoring,
consequences, positive
reinforcement)

Availability of drugs/firearms
Transitions and mobility
Low neighborhood attachment and
community disorganization
Parenting and
family environment

Child maltreatment
Interparental conflict
Parental mental health disorders,
substance abuse
Family management problems
Favorable parental attitudes toward
and involvement in problem
behavior

Individual
characteristics
and support

Family violence
Gender

Easy temperament

Biomedical problems

Self-esteem

Unfavorable genetics

Self-efficacy

Early and persistent antisocial
behavior

High intelligence
Positive social orientation

Friends who engage in problem
behavior

Prosocial peers

Sensation-seeking, lack of impulse

Close relationships with
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trait) while others are more contextual or environmental such as characteristics or
behavior of the parents, family, community, or society. Some of the more commonly
recognized risk factors are listed in Table 1. Risk factors directly relate to negative
outcomes while risk markers are associated with negative outcomes but in a complex
relationship indicating other risk factors or processes which also lead to negative
outcomes (Fraser, Kirby, & Smokowski, 2004; Murray 2005). A risk mechanism is
defined as the actual process through which risk factors lead to increased
vulnerability (Fraser et al., 2004). For instance incarceration may serve as a risk
mechanism by leading to a loss of income, parenting strain, or social isolation, which
in turn influences child outcomes.
The cumulative risk model sees risks as co-occurring and examines the effects
of a combination of risks (Rutter, 1985; Sameroff, Bartko, Baldwin, Baldwin, &
Seifer, 1998). In this model, the specific risk may be less important than the number
of the risks within and across systems that the child experiences. Progressively more
research on children and youth indicates that multiple individual and environmental
risks increase a child's likelihood of developing negative outcomes (Gerard &
Buehler, 2004; Sameroff et al., 1998). Cumulative risk helps to explain the effect on
child development of multiple, interacting risks.
On the flip side of risk factors are protective factors; the internal and external
factors that modify risk and decrease the likelihood of poor developmental outcomes
(Fraser et al., 2004; Rutter, 1985). Like risk factors, protective factors can occur on
all four ecological levels (see Table 1). Just as there are risk mechanisms, so are
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there protective mechanisms. Fraser et al. (2004) describe four of the more common
protective processes: (a) reduction of risk impact whereby the protective factor
moderates the relationship between the risks and eventual outcomes; (b) reduction of
negative chain reactions which disrupts or eliminates a linkage between a stressor
and an outcome; (c) development of self-perceptions, especially self-esteem and selfefficacy, which can promote prosocial adaptive behavior in light of threat; and (d)
opening of opportunities for individuals through policy reform at the structural level
(antidiscrimination policies, affirmative action). Like risk factors, protective factors
can combine and have a cumulative effect.
Resilience models focus on the interplay of these risk and protective factors
particularly as they relate to an individual's successful adaptation in spite of highrisk exposure or significant threats to development (Masten & Curtis, 2000). To
study resilience three components must be specified: (a) threat(s) to development
(the stressors or risks), (b) criteria by which adaptation is considered successful, and
(c) individual and/or environmental variables or processes that may help explain the
successful adaptation (Masten, Coatsworth, Neemann, Gest, Tellegen, & Garmezy,
1995). Initially, studies of resilience focused on single risk factors, but subsequent
research has focused on the interaction of cumulative risks and protective factors as
they relate to individual adaptation (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998).
Increasingly, resilience is seen as a process whereby individuals become or
remain "competent" across a certain set of criteria that are linked to culturally
specific expectations of individual behavior across the lifespan (Fergus &

Zimmerman, 2005). The criteria, while different across realms, often include
multiple dimensions of human abilities in such areas as cognitive, emotional,
behavioral, and social competencies (Masten & Coatsworth, 1995). For children
facing major trauma, resilience may be the absence of clinical psychopathology or
the avoidance of worsening maladaptive behavioral trajectories (Fergus &
Zimmerman, 2005; Masten & Powell, 2003). There are three important components
connected to resilience that should be emphasized. First, resilience is not a static,
individual trait but an ongoing process that transpires over time. Secondly, even
though individuals may be competent in certain dimensions, they may not be
competent across all developmental dimensions. Lastly, competence does not
necessarily imply the absence of distress. An individual who is competent across all
measures of behavior may still be distraught over past events (Luthar, Doernberger,
& Zigler, 1993; Masten & Coatsworth, 1998; Werner & Smith, 1992).
While resilience theory focuses on the combinations of risk and protective
factors and their effect on subsequent outcomes, it is not yet clear precisely how the
factors combine. Research tends to use three different models: a compensatory,
protective, and challenge model (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005). The compensatory
model simply looks at the unique effects that each risk and protective factor has on
outcomes. The protective or interaction model focuses on the weakening effect the
protective factor has on the relationship between the risks and eventual outcomes.
The effect of the protective factor on the eventual outcome is noticeable only in
combination with the risk. In the final model, the challenge model, the relationship
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between a risk factor and an outcome is curvilinear. This suggests that low and high
levels of risk are associated with worse outcomes but a moderate level of risk is
associated with more positive outcomes. The theory underlying this model is that a
moderate level of risk provides a learning opportunity for coping with and
overcoming risks, which ultimately can better prepare individuals for adverse events
later in their lives.
Another complicating issue with risk and protective factors is the process
through which they affect an individual and their relative influence on subsequent
outcomes. Research has found that those factors that are more proximal (e.g.
individual characteristics, parenting, family dynamics) are more influential than
those factors that are more distal (e.g. poverty, social norms, and beliefs). The social
interaction learning theory takes these complexities into account.
Social Interaction Learning Theory
Social interaction learning theory adds relative influence, transactional, and
temporal qualities to a risk and resilience model by identifying those factors that are
more influential and proximal in the development of the child and subsequent
behavior, the process through which the factors operate, and how this changes over
the course of the child's development. The theory, as conceptualized by Patterson
and his colleagues (Dishion & Patterson, 2006; Reid & Patterson, 1989) suggests
that children and their families are in continual interaction with one another,
mutually influencing one another over time. It is through this interaction that
behavior (both prosocial and antisocial) is learned, strengthened, and maintained. In

the early stages of child development, it is these familial interactions that are most
influential in the child's development. Of special interest are parental warmth,
sensitivity, monitoring, discipline, and behavior management (Dishion & Patterson,
2006). In the early years, risk factors (such as social and economic stress, child
temperament, family history, or parental mental health) influence child development
and behavior to the degree that they affect family functioning and parenting
practices. In later years, additional proximal groups including peers, teachers, and
other significant adults increasingly affect a child's development, yet parents remain
influential through their monitoring and supervision (or lack thereof) of a youth's
day-to-day activities.
Combined Theoretical Model
Taken together, these conceptualizations of child development provide a
comprehensive theoretical base for beginning to examine and explain the risk and
resilience processes for children with incarcerated parents. Figure 1 displays two
general theoretical models for child adjustment that were tested in the study; a model
with direct effects and a model with both direct and indirect effects. As shown, the
study has focused on four specific domains as they relate to child adjustment over
time: (a) parent incarceration during the first 10 years of a child's life, (b) social
advantage (a latent variable composed of measures of household income, parent
education, parent occupation, and amount employed), (c) parent health (a latent
variable combining elements of physical and psychological health), and (d) effective
parenting (a latent construct that combines elements of parenting including praise,

monitoring, involvement, parent/child relationship, and appropriate discipline)
domain is viewed as a potential threat to or asset of a child's development.
Figure 1. Conceptual Models of Direct and Indirect Effects
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Model B - Direct and Indirect Effects
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The next two chapters will describe the primary investigation on which the
study was based as well as provide a complete description of the study, the measures
used, and the specific analyses.
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Chapter 3: Primary Investigation
Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT)
The study involved a secondary analysis of longitudinal data from the Linking
Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003), an ongoing
research project of the Oregon Social Learning Center (OSLC) in Eugene, Oregon.
The LIFT project began in 1991 as a population-based randomized intervention trial
to evaluate the effectiveness of a multimodal prevention program aimed at reducing
conduct problems in children (Eddy et al., 2003). The 10-week intervention program
included five components: (a) a classroom based child social and problem solving
skills training program, (b) a recess behavior management intervention, (c) a
behavioral parent management training program, (d) ongoing access to a classroom
based telephone answering machine, and (e) weekly newsletters about the program.
The program was designed for first and fifth grade students living in at-risk
neighborhoods (characterized by high rates of juvenile delinquency).
For the LIFT research project, public elementary schools (44 total) from three
school districts within the Eugene-Springfield area of Oregon (a moderately sized
metropolitan area of 200,000) were ranked in terms of the percentage of households
within the district with at least one juvenile arrest. In order to be eligible for the
project, a school needed to have a catchment area where at least 9% of the
households had at least one juvenile arrest. Over three successive years, a total of 12
schools were randomly chosen and assigned to one of two conditions: (a) a LIFT
program intervention school or (b) a control school. In each year, two additional
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schools were randomly chosen as alternates should an intervention or control school
refuse to participate. Over the course of the investigation, only three schools refused
to participate, and only one of these refusals occurred after randomization. After the
random assignment, each of the participating schools was further randomly assigned
as a first grade cohort school or a fifth grade cohort school. In the end, a total of 671
first and fifth graders and their parents were recruited for the project (382 children
attended the intervention schools and 289 attended the control schools).
Data were gathered on the children for 14 years in a cohort sequential design in
which multiple waves of measurements were gathered on overlapping cohorts of
participants (see Figure 2). Cohort sequential designs (also called accelerated
growth models) collect repeated measures from two or more cohorts who are of
different ages or grades. Over the course of the investigation, the repeated measures
from the cohorts partially overlap one another in terms of the ages or grades of the
participants over time. Models are then run which link these individual longitudinal
segments to determine if there is a common development or growth trajectory
(Duncan, Duncan, Strycker, Li, & Alpert, 1999). The main advantage of such a
design over a single cohort longitudinal design is the resulting shorter follow-up
period which (a) reduces the problems of cumulative testing effects and attrition and
(b) produces lengthier growth curves in a shorter period of time (Duncan et al.,
1999). The main disadvantage with the design is that because each individual's
developmental trajectory is followed for a shorter period of time, information
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regarding behavioral continuity and the effect of predictors for each individual is
more limited.
Figure 2. LIFT Assessment Waves (Eddy, 2003)
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The participants from the intervention group received the 10-week multi-model
LIFT program, while the participants from the control schools received no
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psychosocial prevention services from the research team. They did, however, have
access to all standard services provided by their school (e.g. counseling, prevention
programs, and special education) and all participating schools were paid $2,000 in
unrestricted funds.
At the beginning of the study (in 1990), the catchment areas of the participating
schools had an average household juvenile arrest rate of 13%, an average yearly
student turnover rate of 43%, and an average free-lunch rate of 47%. Overall, 85% of
students and their families agreed to fully participate in the investigation, 3% agreed
to participate in school activities only, and 12% declined to participate. Families
participating in the investigation were predominantly from the lower to middle
socioeconomic classes, and most parents had completed at least high school (see
Tables 2 and 3). Most parents were employed, but 28% of families were receiving
some type of financial assistance. Most families had two parents and two children. In
terms of ethnic background, the majority of children and parents were European
American (86.0% of the mothers, 71.0% of the fathers, and 83.7% of the children).
The others came from other major ethnic groups (African American, American
Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Hispanic). Based on 1990 U.S. Census data,
relative to the local area, LIFT participants had lower family incomes and were more
likely to be from an ethnic minority than the general population. The demographic
characteristics of participants in the intervention and control conditions were similar.

Table 2.
Parent and Child Characteristics When Children from All Cohorts Are in 5th Grade (n = 671)
Variable
Category
Percentage Percentage
Percentage
of Mothers
of Fathers
of Children
Intervention
Intervention
56.9
42.9
Control
Gender

Female
Male

100.0
100.0

50.8
49.2
84.8
1.8
3.0
2.7
5.0
2.7

Ethnicity

European American
African American
American Indian
Asian/Pacific Islander
Hispanic
Other

90.2
1.4
3.3
2.3
2.3
0.5

89.5
1.3
2.1
2.2
3.9
0.9

Education

< High school
High school
Some college
College graduate
Post graduate

13.8
33.8
36.8
11.4
4.2

11.3
30.9
36.2
13.8
7.8

Work

Full-time
Part-time
Not employed

32.3
37.0
30.7

83.1
8.2
8.7

Occupation

Farm-Menial
Unskilled
Semi-skilled
Small business owner Skilled manual workerCraftsmen
Clerical-Sales
Semi-professional
Management - min
Professional-Admin
Executive

18.6
7.2
22.7
8.3

6.4
7.8
24.7
22.1

13.7
14.4
9.8
5.2
0.2

6.4
15.5
10.3
4.1
2.7

< 20 years
20-24
25-29
30-34
35+
mean

11.0
34.3
29.5
19.9
5.3
28.6

6.0
25.0
30.7
23.9
14.4
26.2

Age at birth of
target child

6.0
11.0
8.2
Incarcerated
3.3
Note. The characteristics of the families were measured at wave 1 for the cohorts who began the
study at fifth grade, and wave 6 for the cohorts who began the study in the 1st grade. Data are from
Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).

Table 3.
Family Characteristics When Children Are in 5th grade («=671)
Variable
Category
Total percentage
Marital Status

Single mother
Single father
Bio/adoptive
Stepfamily
Other

19.0
2.9
52.7
24.2
1.3

Family Size

2
3
4
5
6+

5.5
15.6
39.5
24.3
15.1

Number of siblings

0
1
2
3+

14.1
45.2
25.6
15.1

Income

< $15,000
$15,000-$30,000
$30,000 - $50,000
> $50,000

19.0
31.7
34.4
14.9

Sources of financial
74.4
0
assistance (e.g. food
12.0
1
stamps, WIC, AFDC,
2 or more
13.6
Medicaid)
Note. The characteristics of the families were measured at wave 1 for the cohorts who began the study
at fifth grade, and wave 6 for the cohorts who began the study in the 1st grade. Data are from Linking
Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).
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Chapter 4: Research Design and Methods
Design Overview
In order to analyze the relationship between childhood parental incarceration
and the children's externalizing behaviors between the 5th and 10th grades, several
different instruments and data analysis techniques were used. The study's
methodology is presented in this chapter. Included is information on the
participants, the measures and constructs, and the data analysis techniques used in
the study's secondary analysis of the cohort sequential data collected as part of the
Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003) from
1991 through 2008.
Participants
The current investigation used information from six waves of data from the
Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003) from
the Oregon Social Learning Center (OSLC). When the LIFT project began collecting
data on children in 1991, the target children were between the ages of 5 years to 10
years. In 2008, the participants ranged in age from 19 years to 24 years. The study
focused on the children between their 5th grade and 10th grade, a period during
which the primary research project had complete data for nearly the whole sample.
Over the course of the primary research project the attrition rate was very
low, with more than 95% of the original sample involved in the whole investigation
(see Table 4). At any given wave, approximately 82% of the participants were
assessed. Over the course of the study a cumulative total of 4% of the participants
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had dropped out of the study. Participants were missing at a particular wave for four
main reasons: the family consented to school data collection only, the target child
was temporarily out of the home, the family could not be located at this wave, or the
family declined participation at the particular wave. Each family remained eligible
for participation at the next wave of assessment and was re-contacted.
Table 4.
Participation

by LIFT Follow Up Year (Eddy, 2003)
Intervention Year
Pre

Post

Participation at wave

96.0%

93.3%

86.6%

83.6%

81.8%

81.7%

Cumulative drop out

0%

0%

0.3%

1.5%

2.5%

3.6%

3.7%

4.2%

4.0%

6.7%

13.1%

14.9%

15.7%

14.7%

14.9%

16.7%

Other drop out at wave

1

Major Wave Follow Up Assessments
Number of years post-intervention
2

3

5

7

9

81.4% 79.1%

Note. Families were missing at a particular wave for one of four conditions: family consented to school data
collection only, target child was temporarily out of the home, family could not be located at this wave, family
declined participation at this wave. Each family remained eligible for participation at the next wave of
assessment and was re-contacted

Based on an earlier analysis completed on the LIFT sample (Eddy, 2003), the
missing data appeared to be missing at random (MAR). For the dissertation study,
full information maximum likelihood (FIML) as estimated in AMOS version 7.0, was
used in the analyses to account for the missing data, with analyses performed on the
complete sample of 671 participants. FIML separates cases into subsets with the
same patterns of missingness (Kline, 2005). All the available information from these
subsets is extracted and used in the analyses. Maximum likelihood methods for
incomplete data have been found to provide better estimates than traditional methods
such as listwise or pairwise deletion (Arbuckle, 1996; Peters & Enders, 2002).
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Measures and Constructs
Multiple measures and multiple sources were used to measure many of the
constructs so as to reduce the possibility of single method and reporting bias that can
occur when only one method or type of reporting agent is used. A complete listing
of the assessment measures divided by domain and construct is displayed in Table 5.
Either an observed or a latent construct was developed in each domain that reflected
the construct of interest and complemented research efforts at OSLC.
Table 5.
Measures used in Dissertation Study
Key Constructs
Components of Construct

Reporting
Agents
CH,0

Measures
- Young Adult Interview (Oregon
Social Learning Center, 1990)
- Official records from city, county,
and state corrections department

Parental
incarceration

Parent incarcerated in jail
or prison at some point
during the first 10 years
of child's life

Social
advantage of
family when
children were in
5th grade

Total household income
Occupation of parents
Education level of parents
Total hours worked by
parents

P

Parent health
when children
were in 5 th
grade

Parental depression
Physical health of parents

P

Center for Epidemiological Studies
Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977)
Personal Health Inventory (Oregon
Social Learning Center, 1990)

Effective
parenting when
children were in
5th grade

Monitoring
Positive reinforcement
Involvement
Parent/child relationship
Inappropriate discipline
Inconsistent discipline

P

Parent Major Interview (Oregon
Social Learning Center, 1990)
House Rules Questionnaire (French
&Weih, 1990)
• Family Activity List (Oregon Social
Learning Center, 1990)

- Parent Major Interview (Oregon
Social Learning Center, 1990)

Child
Externalizing
Child Behavior Checklist
P,T, O
adjustment
Serious delinquency
CH
(Achenbach, 1991)
• Elliot Delinquency Scale (Elliot,
when children
were in 5th, 8th,
1983)
and 10 grade
Note. Reporting agents: P = Parent/Caregiver, CH = Child, T = Teacher, O = Official records.

The following is a brief description of each construct as well as reliability
information when appropriate.
Parental incarceration. This study was interested in the effect of parental
incarceration during the first 10 years of child's life. This cut point was chosen so as
to replicate prior research (Murray & Farrington, 2005) which had examined the
effects of parental incarceration occurring during this same period of the child's life.
Information on parental incarceration was gathered from two main sources: the
most recent wave of data collection in the LIFT investigation (wave 13) and official
records from the city, county, and state correction departments.
In the 13th wave of the LIFT investigation, the participating children (who
were then young adults) were asked several questions in the Young Adult Interview
(Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990) about the arrest and incarceration history of
their parents. If any of their parents had ever been in jail or in prison as an adult, the
participants were asked if they lived with them immediately before incarceration. If
the children had lived with the parents, they were asked how old they were when
their parents were incarcerated. The youth participants reported that a total of 43 of
their parents had been incarcerated during the first 10 years of their life.
The official records gathered from the city, county, and state corrections
departments provided information on the criminality (e.g. date of arrest, conviction,
and incarceration) of the parents of the families participating in the LIFT
investigation. If a parent was incarcerated, the age of the child when the parent was
incarcerated was calculated by subtracting the child's birth date from the date of
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arrest. From these official records, 42 parents were identified as having been
incarcerated during the first 10 years of their child's life.
From these two sources of data, a dichotomous variable was developed that
indicated if a parent was incarcerated at least one day any time during a children's
first ten years of life. For this study, a parent was coded as "incarcerated" if the
information from either the LIFT data or the official records indicated that the parent
had been incarcerated. If there was a discrepancy between the two data sources
regarding the age of the child when a parent was incarcerated, the age of the child as
calculated from the official records was used. In the end, a total of 55 fathers and 22
mothers were identified as having been incarcerated at some time during their child's
first 10 years.
Tables 6 and 7 show the congruity and incongruity between these two sources
of data. Table 6 displays the incarcerated parents who were identified by LIFT youth
participants in wave 13 of the investigation, and the corresponding official report.
Table 7 displays the incarcerated parents who were identified through the official
reports and the corresponding responses by the LIFT youth participants. As seen in
both tables, only 8 parents were identified as incarcerated in both data sets indicating
limitations in reporting for each method of data collection. From the data, it is
unclear why an incarcerated parent might be identified in one source but not the

Table 6.
Incarcerated Parents Reported by Youth in LIFT Wave 13 (n=43) and the Corresponding Official
Record
Incarcerated Father
Incarcerated Mother
Identified in LIFT
Identified in LIFT
Official records indicate parent
was incarcerated

8

0

Official records indicate parent
was convicted but not incarcerated

2

5

Official records indicate parent
was arrested but not convicted

2

2

20

4

Official records do NOT indicate
any evidence of criminal behavior
by parent

Total Incarcerated Parents
32
11
Identified in LIFT
Note. Data is from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003) and
Official Records from Oregon State's Department of Corrections.

Table 7.
Incarcerated Parents Identified in Official Records (n = 42) and Corresponding Youth Response in
LIFT Wave 13
Official records indicate
Official records indicate
father was incarcerated
mother was incarcerated
LIFT youth participant
indicated parent was
incarcerated during first 10
years

8

0

LIFT youth indicated parent
was NOT incarcerated during
first 10 years

13

7

LIFT youth was not
interviewed in LIFT wave 13

10

4

Total Incarcerated Parents
31
11
Identified in Official Records
Note. Data is from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003) and
Oregon State Official Records from the Department of Corrections.

other. Some possible explanations for an incarcerated parent identified in LIFT not
showing up in the official records might be the parent was incarcerated outside of
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Oregon, the parents were in jail between their arrest and conviction, but there was no
official incarceration sentence, or the data were missing or incomplete in the official
records. Some possible reasons that a parent might be identified in the official
records but not in the LIFT data might be the child was young when the incarceration
occurred and may not have remembered the event, youth might have been
embarrassed to disclose that their parents were incarcerated, or the youth was not
interviewed during the 13th wave of the LIFT investigation. While it is not clear
why there are these incongruities between the two data sources, it is believed that
combining information from both sources resulted in a more complete measure of
parental incarceration.
Social advantage. Social advantage was measured when the children were in
5th grade and was a latent variable based on three indicators: Family household
income, total number of hours worked by parents in the household, and parental
socioeconomic status (SES). The information was self-reported data obtained from
the parents through the Parent Major Interview (Oregon Social Learning Center,
1990). Family household income was broken down into 10 categories (1 = less than
$4,999, 2 = $5,000 - $9,999, 3 = $10,000 - $14,999, 4 = $15,000 - $19,999, 5 =
$20,000 - $24,999, 6 = $25,000 to $29,999, 7 = $30,000 - $39,999, 8 = $40,000 $49,999, 9 = $50,000 to $59,999, and 10 = more than $60,000. The total number of
hours worked by the parents, was a sum of the number of hours each of the parents
in the household worked. Parental SES was measured by Hollingshead Four Factor
Index of Social Status (1975) which combines a parent's education (1 = less than 7th

grade, 2 = 7th - 9th grade, 3 = 10th - 11th grade, 4 = high school graduate, 5 = 1 - 3
years of college, 6 = standard college/university graduate, and 7 = graduate with
professional training), and parent's occupation level (1 = farm/menial work, 2 =
unskilled labor, 3 = semi-skilled labor, 4 = small business owner/skilled manual
worker/craftsman, 5 = clerical/sales, 6 = semi-professional, 7 =management/minimal
professional, 8 = professional/administrative, 9 = executive/major professional).
Parental SES was the mean of the parents' individual SES.
Parent health. Two dimensions of health were used to form a latent variable to
capture the health of the parents, both physical as well as mental. The parents'
physical health was assessed through the Physical Health Inventory (Oregon Social
Learning Center, 1990), an instrument developed by OSLC to examine physical
health and well-being in normative and clinical populations for people 14 years and
older. In the Physical Health Inventory, parents were asked to rate their current state
of health (1 = excellent, 2 = good, 3 = fair, or 4 = poor). The measure was reverse
coded so as to be used as an indicator of good physical health. The mean of parents'
physical health was used as one of the indicators for the latent construct.
The Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D scale) was
used to assess each parents' level of depression (Radioff, 1977). The CES-D scale is
a self-report measure used with the general population. The 20-item questionnaire
focuses on feelings and symptoms of depression (e.g. respondents were bothered by
things, could not shake off the blues, felt depressed, and felt like life was a failure).

The scale has good internal consistency (alpha .85 to .90) and test-retest reliabilities
in the .5 range for up to 12 months (Radloff, 1977).
Effective parenting. The measures for effective parenting were obtained
from the Parent Major Interview (Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990), the House
Rules Questionnaire (French & Weih, 1990), and the Family Activity List (Oregon
Social Learning Center, 1990). With each instrument, both mothers and fathers were
interviewed separately on different parenting strategies. The separate scores were
averaged to arrive at the final indicator of each construct. Several dimensions of
parenting were used to form the final latent construct of effective parenting
including: (a) monitoring, (b) praise, (c) involvement, (d) quality of parent/child
relationship, (e) inappropriate discipline, and (f) inconsistent discipline (with these
latter two elements loading negatively onto the final construct). What follows are
explanations of each measure.
Monitoring data was gathered from the House Rules Questionnaire (French
& Weih, 1990) and consisted of a summative score based on parents' responses to
six 5-point Likert scaled items (1 = always true to 5 = always false), reflecting
different aspects of monitoring (e.g. a child is allowed to have friends over when a
parent is not home, the parent knows most of the child's neighborhood friends, a
child can go out of the neighborhood without asking, the parent knows in advance
which parent is driving when the child is out with friends, the parent talks with the
friends' parents before the child spends the night, the parent has met most of the
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friends' parents). The scores ranged from 6 to 30 and were reversed coded so that
higher scores reflected higher monitoring.
Praise was measured through the Parent Major Interview (Oregon Social
Learning Center, 1990) and consisted of a sum of the parents' use of praise across
five different situations. Parents were asked what would they do (e.g. verbal
encouragement, physical affection, earned a point or star, special privileges) in
specific scenarios. Examples of scenarios included: your child received recognition
for working hard/doing well at school, your child offered help around the house
without being asked, your child was especially considerate or friendly to another
child, your child did all his/her chores without reminders, and your child helped all
weekend with a big household project without complaining.
Involvement was measured through two instruments: the Parent Major
Interview (Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990) and the Family Activity List
(Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990). In the Parent Major Interview, parents were
asked four questions that assessed how often the parents talked or spent time with
their child. Two of the questions (how often the parent talked about class activities,
how often the parent talked about activities with kids) used 5-point Likert scaled
items (1 = never, 2 = hardly ever, 3 = some days, 4 = most days, 5 = every day) and
the other two involved parents estimating the number of hours per week the parent
and child interacted (talked with one another, did things with one another). In these
latter questions, the number of hours was capped at 40 and then divided by 10 to
scale down the item to the 1 - 4 range so as to be more in line with the 1 - 5 scale of

51
the other items. The score from the Parent Major Interview was the mean response
of all items. The measure demonstrated adequate reliability with alpha scores
ranging from .65 to .71. The Family Activity List consisted of 22 yes/no questions
that reflected whether a parent had participated in many different positive activities
with the child (e.g. read a book, cooked a meal, played a game, watched a movie,
gave child hug/kiss, talked for 10 minutes about child's activities, visited
friends/relatives, worked together in house/yard, went for a walk together). The
Family Activity List index consisted of a sum of items which were then divided by
10 to scale down items. The mean of scores from the Parent Major Interview and the
Family Activity List was calculated to arrive at final "involvement" score for each
parent.
The quality of the parent/child relationship was measured through the Parent
Major Interview (Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990) and was based on two 5point Likert scaled questions. Each parent rated how well they got along with the
child (1 = not well to 5 = very well) as well as how enjoyable were the activities with
the child (1 = not enjoyable to 5 = very enjoyable). The final score was a mean
response from the two questions.
Inappropriate discipline was measured through the Parent Major Interview
(Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990) and consisted of a sum of inappropriate
discipline techniques (e.g. raise voice, yell, slap or hit child, spank) to a series of
questions that began "what would you do if...". The scenarios included: the child
argued or talked back to a parent, hit another child, argued with another child, had an

argument with another child, lied about breaking a household object, or stole
something from a store. Parents were able to specify two discipline techniques for
each question. A lower score indicated that more appropriate discipline was used.
Inconsistent discipline was measured through the Parent Major Interview
(Oregon Social Learning Center, 1990) and was a Likert scaled score of 11 items that
reflected inconsistent discipline. The items included such questions as: "How often
does child get away with things you feel the child should have been punished for?";
"If you have asked the child to do something, how often do you give up trying to get
him/her to do it?"; "If you warn your child that he/she will be punished for certain
behavior, how often do you actually punish the child if the child doesn't stop that
behavior?"; "How often does the child get away with things you feel he/she should
have been punished for?"; "How often do you feel that it is more trouble than it is
worth to discipline your child?"; "If punishment is decided, how often does child
change it with excuses or arguments?". Parents rated each item as 1 = never do to 5
= always do. Some items were reverse coded to maintain consistent scale direction
across items. The final score was a mean response from the 11 questions. Higher
numbers reflected more inconsistent discipline. The measure demonstrated adequate
reliability with alphas ranging from .71 - .78.
Child externalizing behaviors. Child externalizing behavior was constructed
from data collected from the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1991), and was
completed by parents and teachers. The Child Behavior Checklist is a widely used
113-item checklist for psychopathological behaviors. All CBC-L items use a 3-point
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scale (0 = not true, 1 = somewhat/sometimes true, 2 = very or often true). The
externalizing behavior scale is based on two subscales, aggressive behavior and
delinquent behavior, in which parents and teachers are asked to rate the child on 30
behaviors (e.g. if the child argues a lot, destroys things, physically attacks people,
lies or cheats, steals, or uses alcohol or drugs). Through various methods, the CBCL has been shown to have both construct and content validity. The CBC-L has been
shown to correlate with similar scales on similar measures. Test-retest reliability
coefficients for the sub-scales ranged from 0.70 to 0.95. The mean reliability
coefficient was 0.89 for the problem scales. A latent construct of child externalizing
behavior was developed with mother, father, and teacher ratings used as separate
indicators.
Serious youth delinquency. Serious youth delinquency was assessed when the
youth were in the 10th grade through ratings on the subscale of major offenses in the
Elliot Delinquency Scale (Elliot, 1983). With this instrument, participants indicated
their involvement in 11 serious delinquent behaviors (e.g., used force or threat of
force to rob a person, store, bank, or business; burglarized a residence, building, or
business; sold hard drugs; stole a motor vehicle; attacked a person with the idea of
seriously hurting him/her; raped someone). The respondent was asked how many
times he/she had done the different delinquent behaviors over the past year. This
amount was recoded into categories from 0 = not at all to 5 = over 15 times. The
final score was the sum of responses to the 11 questions. The Elliot Delinquency
measure has demonstrated good content and construct validity with Cronbach alphas

ranging from .82 to .91 in OSLC studies.
Control variable. Because several variables were measured after the
intervention in the LIFT investigation, the intervention group membership was
controlled for any potential outcome bias when evaluating each structural equation
model. This was scored " 1 " for the intervention condition and "0" for the control
condition.
Statistical Analyses
Descriptive statistics. As a first step, descriptive analyses of all variables of
interest were completed and summary statistics were calculated. These analyses
included the frequencies and percentages on all the variables as well as the means
and standard deviations on the interval-level variables. All data were cleaned and
assessed for outliers. The interval-level data was additionally checked for univariate
normality based on examination of histograms and calculations of skewness and
kurtosis. All variables fell within the acceptable limits of skewness (absolute value
less than 3) and kurtosis (absolute value less than 10) as recommended by Kline
(2005).
Bivariate analyses. Next, statistical tests were completed that examined
differences between children who had a parent who was incarcerated (during the
child's first 10 years) versus those who did not have a parent who was incarcerated
during this period. Of particular interest were the types and prevalence of indicators
at baseline within each of the domains of interest- social advantage, parent health,
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and effective parenting. The differences between the groups were evaluated through
chi-square test of independence (for categorical variables), Goodman and Kruskal's
gamma (for ordinal variables) and independent t-tests (for the continuous variables).
The Levene's test of significance was used in each t-test to take into account whether
equal variance could be assumed in each bivariate relationship.
Testing measurement and structural models. Following the bivariate
analyses, structural equation modeling (SEM) with AMOS (version 7.0) was used to
model the complex relationships between the latent constructs of the domains of
interest. Three advantages of using structural equation modeling are its ability to (a)
differentiate between observed and latent variables, (b) partial out measurement error
for each indicator, and (c) simultaneously display and assist with the evaluation of
several regression relationships (Bank & Patterson, 1992; Bollen, 1989; Hays,
Revicki, & Coyne, 2005). Parameter estimates are obtained through a full
information maximum likelihood estimation (FIML) used by AMOS.
In each model, both the measurement and structural parts of the model were
analyzed. To assess the measurement model, several different fit indices were used.
By using different indices, several features of the model could be reviewed ensuring
that the fit is not just based on a few aspects. The fit indices that were used included
the model chi-square (%2), the normed chi-square (x2:df), Comparative Fit Index
(CFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).
The model chi-square (also referred to as the likelihood ratio chi-square or
generalized likelihood ratio) is often seen as a "badness-of-fit" index; the higher its

value, the worse the data fit the model (Kline, 2005). A significant model chi-square
indicates a "bad-fit" whereas a / 2 with a probability of greater than .05 indicates a
good fit (Kline, 2005). While the x2 has been reported in the study's results, the •£
is especially sensitive to large sample size and may indicate a "bad-fit" (p < .05) or
the rejection of the model as was the case in this study. To get around this,
researchers divide the chi-square value by the degrees of freedom to get a more
robust measure, called the normed chi- square (x /df or NC). Bollen (1989)
recommends that a value less than 5.0 indicates a reasonable fit.
While the model chi-square was not particularly informative in assessing the
overall model fit (due to the study's large sample size), it was an essential statistic
for the chi-square difference test to determine the most parsimonious model, the
preferred model as specified by the parsimony principle (Kline, 2005). The most
parsimonious model is defined as the simpler of two nested models which have
similar explanatory power (Kline, 2005). Through the use of the chi-square
difference tests, differences in the model chi-squares and degrees of freedom of two
nested models were calculated and used to assess whether the addition of a given
path in the model changed the overall fit of the model. In this study, if adding (or
removing) a path did not significantly change the overall fit of the model, the path
was left out of the final model so as to arrive at the most parsimonious model.
However, if the addition of the path significantly improved the fit of the model, the
path was kept in the final model.
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Because of the model chi-square and the NC can be sensitive to sample size,
they were used in conjunction with the CFI and RMSEA, two fit indices less affected
by sample size. The Comparative Fit index (CFI), has been widely used to assess the
fit of structural equation models. The CFI assesses the fit of the model as compared
to the baseline model (or independence model) which assumes unrelated variables
(or no population covariances among the observed variables). A CFI greater than .90
indicates a relatively good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
The final fit index, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is
a parsimony-adjusted index and favors the simpler, more parsimonious models
(Kline, 2005). Like the chi-square fit index, the RMSEA is a "badness-of-fit" index
where the values closer to zero indicate a better fit. An RMSEA less than or equal to
.05 indicates a good fit, values between .05 and .08 are an adequate fit, and a
RMSEA greater than or equal to. 10 indicates a bad fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
Each conceptual model was tested in multiple stages. First, all indicator
variables for the predictor variables were centered around the mean (within the
respective cohort) to control for any cohort effect within the models. Models were
developed where the correlations between the latent constructs were modeled. The
measurement parts of the models were then tested for significance. If necessary, the
models were modified with the guidance of modification indices provided through
the AMOS software. While many different modifications were suggested by
AMOS, the model was modified only in ways that made theoretical sense. In the
study, only error terms within a construct were allowed to covary. The modifications
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were done in a stepwise fashion where each new model was assessed through the
chi-square difference test to determine if the change to the model was a significant
improvement. Once an acceptable model was obtained, the structural part of the
model was examined.
After modeling the correlations, the direct effects of the latent constructs on the
outcome variables were modeled (see Figure 1). Again both the measurement and
structural parts of the model were assessed.
Lastly, the full models with indirect relationships between the constructs were
tested (see Figure 1). The measurement and structural models were once again
assessed. This full model was then refined to a more parsimonious model by
removing paths that were not significant and testing the impact of this change
through the chi-square difference test as well as through the examination of the other
fit indices. The Sobel test (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Sobel, 1982) was used to test the
significance of the mediations in the models. As a last step, the indirect effects of
parental incarceration on child externalizing (the product of the direct effects) and
the total effects of parental incarceration on child externalizing (the sum of all the
direct and indirect effects) were calculated (Kline, 2005).

Chapter 5: Results
The overall goal of this study was to analyze the relationship of childhood
parental incarceration and the children's externalizing behaviors between the 5th and
10th grades, and examine the mediating roles that social advantage, parent health,
and effective parenting play in the relationship. This was achieved through the use
of descriptive analyses, chi-square test of independence, Goodman and KruskaPs
gamma, independent t-tests, and structural equation models. Chapter 5 presents the
results of the data analysis related to the four research aims which were to:
1. Examine differences in elements of social advantage, parent health, and
parenting of families with an incarcerated parent and those without.
2. Investigate the association between parental incarceration in childhood and
subsequent externalizing behaviors of youth during their 5th, 8th, and 10th
grades in school.
3. When controlling for a family's social advantage, parents' health, and
effective parenting skills, investigate the direct effect of parental
incarceration in childhood on youth's externalizing behaviors during their
5th, 8th, and 10th grades.
4. Test models that postulate that the relationship between parental incarceration
in childhood and youth's externalizing behaviors is mediated by social
advantage, parents' health, and effective parenting skills.

Descriptive Analyses
As a first step, descriptive statistics were calculated for the families and
children with and without an incarcerated parent. Tables 8 and 9 summarize some of
the key characteristics of the children and families with and without incarcerated
parents while Table 10 lists some of the aspects of the parents' incarceration.
A total of 69 families (10.3% of the sample) had at least one parent
incarcerated during the first 10 years of a child's life. Of these families, 22 families
had a mother who had been incarcerated during the first 10 years of the child's life
(3.3% of all families in the sample, 31.9 % of families with an incarcerated parent).
Fifty-five families had a father who had been incarcerated during the first ten years
of the child's life (8.2% of all families, 79.7% of families with an incarcerated
parent). Eight families had both a mother and a father who had been incarcerated
during the first 10 years of the child's life (1.2% of all families, 11.6% of families
with an incarcerated parent). The majority of the mothers (90.8%) and fathers
(80.8%o) in families with an incarcerated parent were Caucasian, reflecting the
general demographics of the region. Of the remaining mothers, 6.2% were Native
American, 1.5% were Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1.5% were Hispanic. Of the
remaining fathers, 7.7% were Hispanic, 5.8% were Native American, 3.8% were
African American, and 1.9% were "other".
Very few of the mothers (6.8%) or fathers (4.9%) in families with an
incarcerated parent had a college degree, although roughly a third of mothers
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(35.6%) and fathers (29.3%) had had some college. The majority of mothers and
fathers had a high school diploma or less. For the mothers, 32.2% had a high school
Table 8.
Characteristics of Parents in Families with and without an Incarcerated Parent when Children are
in the 5th Grade (n = 671)
Variable

Category

Ethnicity

European American
African American
American Indian
Asian/Pacific
Islander
Hispanic
Other

90.8
0.0
6.2
1.5

90.1
1.6
2.9
2.4

80.8
3.8
5.8
0.0

90.5
1.0
1.7
2.5

1.5
0.0

2.4
.5

7.7
1.9

3.5
.8

Education

<HS
HS
Some college
College graduate
Post graduate

25.4
32.2
35.6
6.8
0.0

12.5
34.0
36.9
11.9
4.7

26.8
39.0
29.3
4.9
0.0

9.8
30.1
36.9
14.7
8.6

Work

Full-time
Part-time
Not employed
mean hrs

39.7
24.1
36.2
24.1

31.5
38.4
30.1
22.5

63.2
10.5
26.3
34.7

85.0
7.8
7.0
42.0

Occupation

Farm-Menial
Unskilled
Semi-skilled
Small business
owner -Skilled
manual workerCraftsmen
Clerical-Sales
Semi-professional
Management minimal
ProfessionalAdministrative
Executive

18.2
7.3
30.9
12.7

18.7
7.2
21.8
7.8

18.9
5.4
32.4
24.3

5.2
8.0
23.9
21.9

10.9
14.5
5.5

14.0
14.4
10.3

2.7
10.8
2.7

6.7
16.0
11.0

0.0

5.7

2.7

4.2

0.0

.2

0.0

3.0

Percentage
ofMothers in
Families with
Incarcerated
Parent
(n = 69)

Percentage Percentage
of Mothers in
of Fathers
Families in Families
without
with
Incarcerated Incarcerated
Parent
Parent
(n = 602)
(n = 69)

Percentage of
Fathers in
Families
without an
Incarcerated
Parent
(n = 602)

Note. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).
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Table 9.
Characteristics of Families with and without an Incarcerated Parent when Children are in the 5th
Grade
Category
Variable
Percentage of
Percentage of
Families with
Families without
an Incarcerated
an Incarcerated
Parent
Parent
(n=69)
(«=602)
Marital Status

Single parent
Bio/adoptive family
Stepfamily

27.0
36.5
36.5

21.6
55.3
23.1

Family Size

2
3
4
5
6+

6.3
15.9
30.2
20.6
27.0

5.4
15.6
40.5
24.7
13.8

Number of siblings

0
1
2
3+

14.3
38.1
27.0
20.6

14.1
46.0
25.4
14.5

Income

< $15,000
$15,000-$30,000
$30,000 - $50,000
> $50,000

30.0
43.3
23.3
3.3

17.8
30.4
35.6
16.2

Sources of financial
assistance (e.g. food
stamps, WIC,
AFDC,
Medicaid)

0
1
2 or more

56.5
17.4
26.1

76.5
11.4
12.2

Note. Data from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).

education and 25.4% had less than a high school education. For fathers, 39.0% had a
high school education and 26.8% had less than a high school education. Few
mothers (20%) or fathers (16.2%) were in semiprofessional, management, or
professional occupations. Most mothers (80%) and fathers (83.7%) were employed
in menial, unskilled, semi-skilled, clerical, or sales occupations. While most mothers
(63.8%o) and most fathers (73.7%) worked at least part-time, only 26.6% of the
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households had incomes over $30,000. The majority of families (73.3%) had
household incomes less than $30,000. A third (30%) of the families with
an incarcerated parent had incomes less than $15,000/year (roughly the poverty line
for a family of four during the period that income was calculated). Nearly half of the
families received financial assistance of some sort. The family size ranged from 2 to
10, with a mean family size of 4.6, and a mean number of siblings of 1.6. Roughly a
third (36.5%o) of the children lived with a two parent biological or adopted family, a
third (36.5%) lived with a two parent step family, and a third (27.0%>) lived in a
single parent household (23.8% with a single mother and 3.2%> with a single father).
Glancing at differences in characteristics of parents from families with an
incarcerated parent and those without, we begin to note potential differences
especially around parental education levels, occupational levels, amount employed,
family income, family status, and sources of financial aid. There also appears to be
potential racial differences for families with a father incarcerated. Unfortunately,
these racial differences could not be examined due to the small numbers of racial
minorities in the sample. For the other variables, the chi-square test for
independence, Goodman and Kruskal's gamma, and independent samples t-test were
used to test if these differences were significant. The results are described later in
this study.
Table 10 and figures 3 through 6 display some of the key aspects related to
the parents' incarceration. The ages of the children when a parent was incarcerated

ranged from 0 to 10.5 years with a mean of 4.78 (SD = 3.07), as shown in Table 10
and Figure 3. The length of the parents' incarceration ranged from 1 day to 22.5
Table 10.
Characteristics

Related to Incarceration
Range

and Criminality
M
4.78 years

SD

Median

3.07

4.0

Age of child when parent
incarcerated

0 - 10.5 years

Length of incarceration for
parents

1 day - 22.5 years

1.65 years

4.45 years

1 month

Length of incarceration for
mother

1 day - 13 years

0.84 years

2.79 years

1 month

Number of arrests w/o
conviction for mother

0 - 3 times

0.68

0.94

Number of convictions w/o
incarceration for mother

0 - 2 times

0.55

0.80

Number of incarcerations
for mother

1 - 7 times

1.32

1.29

Length of incarceration for
father

1 day - 22.5 years

1.76 years

4.67 years

Number of arrests w/o
conviction for father

0 - 7 times

1.11

1.68

Number of convictions w/o
incarceration for father

0 - 5 times

0.69

1.23

Number of incarcerations
for father

1 - 4 times

1.20

0.56

1 month

Note. Data from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003) and
official records from the Oregon State Department of Corrections

years with a mean of 1.65 years (SD = 4.45). Most (82.5%) of the incarcerations
were a year or less (see Figures 4 - 6). Slightly more than a quarter (28.6%) of the
incarcerations were two weeks or less, a quarter (23.8%) were between 1 5 - 3 0 days,
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nearly a third (30.2%) were between 1 month to 1 year, and the rest (17.4%) were
over 1 year. For mothers, the average incarceration length (M= .84 years,
SD = 2.79) was less than fathers' (M= 1.76 years, SD = 4.67). For mothers, over a
third (35.0%) of the incarcerations were two weeks or less, a quarter (25%) were
between 1 5 - 3 0 days, nearly a third (30.0%) were between 1 month to 1 year, and
the rest (10.0%) were over 1 year. For fathers, over a quarter (28.6%) of the
incarcerations were two weeks or less, almost a quarter (22.4%) were between 15 30 days, over a quarter (28.7%) were between 1 month to 1 year, and the rest
(20.4%) were over 1 year.
Figure 3. Ages of Children when Parent was First Incarcerated

-icH

Mean =4.78
Std. Dev. =3.073
N=69
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Figure 4. Length of Time Parent Incarcerated
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Figure 5. Length of Time Mother Incarcerated

T
14 days or less

1
1S - 30 days

\
1 to 3 months

;
•
3 months to 1
year

r

1 to 5 years

Mother's incarceration length

over 1D years

67
Figure 6. Length of Time Father Incarcerated
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As displayed in Table 10, other indicators of parental criminality were
calculated including the number of arrests without conviction during the child's first
10 years, the number of convictions without incarceration, and the number of
incarcerations. For mothers, the number of arrests without incarceration ranged from
0 to 3 with a mean of .55 arrests (SD = .94). The number of convictions without
incarceration ranged from 0 to 2 with a mean of .55 (SD = .80). And for the number
of incarcerations, the range was from 1 to 7 times with a mean of 1.32 (SD = 1.29).
For fathers, the ranges of arrests and convictions were slightly larger and
means slightly greater than the mothers'. The numbers of arrests without convictions
ranged from 0 to 7 (M= 1.11, SD = 1.68). The number of convictions without
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incarceration ranged from 0 to 5 (M= .69, SD = 1.23). And for incarcerations, the
range went from 1 to 4 incarcerations (M= 1.2, SD = .56).
Aim 1 - Bivariate Analyses Examining Differences between Families with and
without Incarcerated Parents
The first aim of the research involved examining differences in a variety of
indicators connected to social advantage, parent health, and parenting of families
with a parent who had been incarcerated during the first 10 years of the child's life,
versus those without an incarcerated parent. This was done through the use chisquare test of independence (for nominal variables), Goodman and Kruskal's gamma
(for ordinal variables), and independent t-tests (for the continuous variables). The
results of tests are presented in Tables 11 and 12.
Table 11.
Results Comparing Families with and without an Incarcerated Parent
/*
p
Gamma
p
Family status

/(2, n=613) = 8.62

p = .01

Household
income

)?(9, n=610) =
25.62

p = .002

-.37

p < .001

Mother's
education

/(3, n=595) =9M

p = .02

-.27

p = .013

Father's
education

x2(3,n=450)=
16.95

p = .001

-.48

p<.001

Mother's
occupation

/(5, n=542) = 7.39

p = A9

-.14

p = .108

Father's
occupation

/(5, n=438) = 8.70

p = .12

-.34

p = .003

Note. Data is from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers (LIFT) project.
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The data revealed several significant differences between the two groups of families.
In terms of family status, a greater percentage of families with an incarcerated parent
were in single parent households and step families (%2 (2, n=6l3) = 8.62,
p = .01) than those without an incarcerated parent. The families with an
incarcerated parent had less household income on average than those without an
incarcerated parent tf (9, n=6\0) = 25.62, p = .002, y = -0.37, p < .001). Closely
related to income were the number of sources of financial assistance, where families
with an incarcerated parent received more assistance on average (M= .90,
SD = 1.24) than those without an incarcerated parent (M= .43, SD - .91). The
magnitude of this difference in means (mean difference = .47, 95% CI= .23 to .70)
was moderate to small (Cohen's d= .43). Both mother's education levels
(X2 (3, n=595) = 9.80, p = .02, y = -0.27, p = .013) and father's education levels
(X2 (3, n=450) = 16.95, p = .001, y = -0.48, p < .001) tended to be lower in families
with an incarcerated parent than in families without. While mother's occupation
level did not differ significantly between families with an incarcerated parent and
those without an incarcerated parent, father's occupation level tended to be lower for
fathers in families with an incarcerated parent than fathers in families without an
incarcerated parent {% (5, n=43S) = 8.70, p = .12, y = -0.34, p = .003). Differences
were also seen between mothers', fathers' and parents' socioeconomic status (SES).
For each of these measures, the data revealed lower SES levels in the families with
an incarcerated parent than those without. For fathers, the magnitude of this
difference between fathers from families with incarcerated parents (M=29.35,
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Table 12.
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Families with and without an Incarcerated Parent
Families
Families w/o
t
p
w/incarcerated
incarcerated
t(666) = 3.87

Number of financial
assist sources

.90 (SD = 1.24)

0.43 (SD = 0.91)

Family size

4.60(5D=1.52)

4.38 (50=1.37)

p=.222

Number of siblings

1.63 (50 = 1.24)

1.50(50=1.18)

JP=.388

Numberofhours
father works

34.68 (SD = 26.06)

41.99(SD=15.83)

Number of hours
mother works

24.09 (SD = 22.45)

22.48 (SD = 18.11)

Sum number of

45.27(50 = 27.67)

51.76(50 = 27.67)

f(607) = -1.68

j9=.093

Parent SES

30.28(50 = 8.89)

35.28(50=10.94)

;(596) = -3.36

;?<.000

Number of alcohol
problems for father
Number of alcohol
problems for mother

0.27(50 = 0.94)

0.12(50=0.54)

/?=.402

0.07(50 = 0.41)

0.04(50 = 0.28)

p=A04

Number of alcohol
problems for parents

0.20(50 = 0.78)

0.11(50 = 0.53)

p = 397

Parent depression

13.14(50 = 9.34)

10.21(50 = 7.56)

?(597) = 2.80

p = .02l

.34 (m/s)

Parent health

3.02 (50 = 0.62)

3.23 (50 = 0.62)

?(601)= -2.47

p = M4

.34(m/s)

House rules-Parent

27.91(50 = 2.17)

28.01(50 = 2.16)

Inconsistent
discipline

2.30(50 = 0.58)

2.12(50=0.51)

t(601) = 2.69

p = .007

.33 (m/s)

Inappropriate

3.13(50 = .95)

2.79(50=1.02)

t (607) = 2.44

/> = .015

.34 (m/s)

3.07(50 = 0.61)

3.05(50 = 0.68)

/(437) = -2.54

j3 = .003

Cohen's
d
.43 (m/s)

p=.091

p = .601

hours parents work
.50 (m)

p = .726

discipline
Praise-parent

p= .795

Parent/child
4.33 (50 = 0.64)
4.40 (50 = 0.57)
p = .326
relationship
ParentData
Involvement
1.62 (50
= 0.33)
1.60 (50
0.33)
p= .700
Note.
are from Linking
Interests
of Families
and=Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy
et al. 2003).
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SD = 10.11) and fathers from families without (M= 37.13, SD = 11.80; 7(435) =
-3.88,p < .001), was large to moderate (mean difference = -7.78, 95% CI: -11.72 to
-3.84, Cohen's d= .71). For mothers, the magnitude of this difference between
mothers from families with an incarcerated parent (M= 30.45, SD = 10.25) and
mothers from families without an incarcerated parent (M= 33.91, SD = 12.60,
7(538) = -1.96,p = .024), was moderate to small (mean difference = -3.45, 95%
CI = -6.92 to .01, Cohen's d = .30). Finally, the average parent SES was lower for
families with an incarcerated parent (M = 30.28, SD = 8.89) than families without
(M= 35.28, SD = 10.94,7(596) = -3.36,p < .001). The magnitude of this difference
was moderate (mean difference = -5.00, 95% CI = -7.92 to -2.07, Cohen's d= .50).
In terms of parent health, the data again revealed several significant
differences. On average, parents in families with an incarcerated parent experienced
more depression and rated their physical health as worse. The magnitude of the
difference in depression of parents in families with an incarcerated parent (M=13.14,
SD = 9.34) and those without (M = 10.21, SD = 7.56; 7(597) = 2.80, p = .021), was
moderate to small (mean difference = 2.93, 95% CI= .87 to 4.99, Cohen's d= .34).
The magnitude of the difference in physical health of parents in families with an
incarcerated parent (M= 3.02, SD = .62) and those without (M= 3.23, 5D = .62) was
also moderate to small (mean difference = -.206, 95% CI= -.37 to -.04, Cohen's
d= .34). There were no significant differences in the number of alcohol problems
reported by either group of families.

72
Parenting characteristics were similar between the two types of families with
the exception of the greater use of inappropriate and inconsistent discipline practices
in those families with an incarcerated parent. On average parents from families with
an incarcerated parent used inappropriate discipline practices more (M= 3.13,
SD = .95) than parents from families without incarcerated parents (M= 2.79,
SD = 1.02, /(607) = 2.44, p = .015). The magnitude of this difference was moderate
to small (mean difference = .33, 95% CI = .06 to .60, Cohen's d- .34). Inconsistent
discipline practices were used more frequently in families with an incarcerated
parent (M= 2.30, SD = .58) than in families without an incarcerated parent (M=2.12,
SD = .51, t(607) = 2.69, p = .007). The magnitude of this difference of means was
moderate to small (mean difference = .19, 95% CI= .05 to .32, Cohen's d= .33). In
all other aspects of parenting (monitoring, use of praise, parent-child relationship,
parent involvement), the differences in means between the two groups were not
significant.
Aim 2 - Bivariate Relationships between Latent Variables
Each conceptual model was tested in multiple stages. First, models were
developed where the correlations between the latent constructs were modeled during
the children's 5th, 8th, and 10th grade (Figure 7). The measurement part of the
model in 5th grade was tested for significance. This measurement model was
refined and then used for the 8th and 10th grade analyses.
According to the normed chi-square (x2:df) and the Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation (RMSEA), the full model for 5th grade fit the data adequately
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(X2^ 255.18 (86), p < .001, x2:df = 2.97, CFI = .893, RMSEA = .054).
Unfortunately, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) indicated that the model was slightly
less than adequate. Through AMOS, data were imputed with regression imputation
Figure 7. Conceptual Model of Correlations of Latent Constructs

so as to get full data which were necessary in order to obtain modification indices
from AMOS (Harrington, 2009). While several modifications were suggested, only
the modifications that made theoretical sense were used. The modifications were
done in a stepwise fashion where each new model was assessed through the chisquare difference test to determine if the change to the model was a significant
improvement. In the end, nine covariances were added to the model; all the
covariances were between error terms within a construct. With these modifications,
the model fit the data relatively well (%2= 183.31(82), tf: df= 2.24, CFI = .936,
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RMSEA = .043) and significantly better than the first model (Ax2 (4, « = 671) =
71.87,p < .001). This same model was then used to analyze the data when the
children were in 8th and 10th grade. These models also fit the data relatively well
(see Table 13).
Table 13.
Fit Indices of Correlations and Direct Effect Models for Externalizing Behaviors
Model
Variables
•£_
df
p
y2: df
CFI
5th Grade
Incarceration
183.31
82
.000
2.24
.936
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting

RMSEA
.043

8th Grade

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting

191.3

82

.000

2.33

.928

.045

10th Grade

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting

182.9

82

.000

2.23

.928

.043

After this acceptable measurement model was obtained, the structural part of
the model was examined to investigate the second aim of the study. The second aim
of the research involved investigating the association between parental incarceration
during childhood and externalizing behaviors for youth during their 5th, 8th, and
10th grades in school. It was hypothesized that experiencing parental incarceration
during childhood would be related to higher levels of externalizing behaviors for
youth in the 5th, 8th, and 10th grades. The correlation models revealed many
significant associations between all the variables of interest (see Tables 14-16).
Across all three grades, there were small yet significant positive correlations
between parental incarceration and child externalizing behaviors (in 5th grade:
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r = .12 ,p< .01, 8th grade: r= .15,p < .01, 10th grade: r= .20,p < .001);
experiencing parental incarceration during the first 10 years of a child's life was
significantly associated with higher levels of externalizing behaviors for youth across
all three grades. It is interesting to note that the strength of this association increased
slightly over time.
Table 14.
Parameter Estimates of Correlations of Latent Constructs for Externalizing Behaviors when Child
is in 5th Grade (n = 671)
Variables
Externalize Incarceration
Parenting
Health
Social
Advantage
1
Externalizing

Effective Parenting

.12**
.74***

. 11**

1

Parent Health

-.55***

-.15**

.48***

1

Social Advantage

_ 3j***

_ jg***

2§***

42***

1

Intervention

-.06

-.01

-.03

.08

.08

Parent Incarceration

1

Note. *p < .05, **p<.0l, *** p<_ 001. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).

Table 15.
Parameter Estimates of Correlations of Latent Constructs for Externalizing Behaviors when Child
is in 8th Grade (n = 671)
Externalize Incarceration
Parenting
Health
Variables
Social
Advantage
1
Externalizing
Parent Incarceration

.15**

1

Effective Parenting

_ 25***

11**

Parent Health

_43***

15**

1
_4g***

Social Advantage

- 30***

.i§***

Intervention

-.05

-.01

.28***

1
42***

1

-.04

.08

.08

Note. *p< .05, **p<.0l, ***/?<.001. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).
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Table 16.
Parameter Estimates of Correlations of Latent Constructs for Externalizing Behaviors when Child
is in 10th Grade (n = 671)
Variables
Externalize
Incarceration Parenting Health Social
Advantage
Externalizing
Parent Incarceration

1
.20***

1

Effective Parenting

.41***

-.12**

1

Health

-.34***

-.16**

.50***
29***

Social Advantage

.19***

_ jg***

1
45***

1

-.01
-.03
.08
.08
Intervention
.00
Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p<.001. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).

Small yet significant negative correlations were obtained between parental
incarceration and social advantage (r= -.18, p< .001), parent health (r= -. 15, p <
.01), and effective parenting (r = -A\,p<

.01; indicating that experiencing parental

incarceration during the first 10 years of a child's life, was associated with lower
social advantage, worse parental health, and less effective parenting. Further, the
data revealed strong, negative correlations between externalizing behaviors in the 5th
grade and effective parenting (r = -.74, p < .001), parent health (r = -.55, p < .001),
and social advantage (r = -.31,/? < .001) which means that a decrease in each of
these areas was associated with an increase in externalizing behaviors. These
associations between externalizing behaviors and effective parenting, parent health,
and social advantage continued in the 8th and 10th grades but weakened over time.
All of these associations were slightly larger than correlations found in earlier
discussed meta-analyses (Connell & Goodman, 2002; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994).
This might be due to the fact that the domains in this study were latent variables
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constructed from several indicator variables which perhaps better captured the
underlying concept, resulting in more predictive power. All of this points to the
importance of examining the effect of childhood parental incarceration when
controlling for social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting, as well as
looking at possible indirect relationships between the predictor and outcome
variables.
While there were no significant associations between the original LIFT
intervention and any of the other variables, the study condition was maintained in
subsequent analyses to control for any potential biases in evaluating the model.
Aim 3 - Direct Effects of Parental Incarceration on Child Externalizing Behaviors
The third aim involved examining the relationship between parental
incarceration and externalizing behaviors when controlling for a family's social
advantage, the parent's health, and effective parenting. It was hypothesized that
even when controlling for these constructs, experiencing parental incarceration
during the first 10 years of a child's life would continue to predict higher levels of
externalizing behaviors for the children in the 5th, 8th, and 10th grades.
To test this, three models were developed that included only the direct
relationships of the constructs models (see Figure 8). The models fit the data
relatively well (as seen in Table 13) and revealed the standardized regression
coefficients and total R2 values displayed in Table 17. When controlling for other
constructs, child externalizing behaviors in the 5th grade were significantly predicted
by parenting effectiveness ((3 = -.60, p < .001) and parent health (P = -25, p < .01).
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Figure 8. Final Direct Effects Model of Latent Constructs with Error and Disturbance Terms

Contrary to the initial hypothesis, the direct effect of parental incarceration on child
externalizing behaviors was not significant when controlling for the other constructs.
The direct effect of social advantage on child externalizing behaviors was also not
significant when controlling for the other constructs (see Figure 9). The 5th grade
model accounted for 58% of the variance in child externalizing behaviors.

Table 17.
Parameter Estimates of Direct Effects of the Predictors on Child Externalizing Behaviors in 5th,
8th, and 10th Grades (n = 671)
Outcome
Predictors
B
R2
P
External 5th grade

.58
Parent Incarceration
Effective Parenting
Parent Health
Social Advantage
Intervention

0.14
-6.66
-4.06
-0.01
-0.55

.01
-.60
-.25
-.02
-.05

Parent Incarceration
Effective Parenting
Parent Health
Social Advantage
Intervention

1.14
-5.88
-3.54
-0.03
-0.53

.06
-.42
-.20
-.09
-.04

***
**

External 8th grade

.36

External 10th
grade

***
*

.21

Parent Incarceration
2.71
.13 **
Effective Parenting
-3.60
-.30 ##*
Parent Health
-3.21
-.18
Social Advantage
0.00
.00
Intervention
0.16
.01
Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p<.00l. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).

The same pattern of relationships occurred in the 8th grade model where
child externalizing behaviors were significantly predicted by parenting effectiveness
(P = -.42, p < .001) and parent health (p = -.20, p < .01). Once again, contrary to
my initial hypothesis, the direct effect of parental incarceration on child externalizing
behaviors was not significant when controlling for the other constructs nor was the
direct effect of social advantage on child externalizing behaviors significant (see
Figure 10). The 8th grade model accounted for 36% of the variance in child
externalizing behaviors, slightly less than the 5th grade model.
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Figure 9. Direct Effect Model for 5th Grade Externalizing Behaviors
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Figure 10. Direct Effect Model for 8th Grade Externalizing Behaviors
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In the 10th grade model, a similar pattern occurred among the constructs with
one exception; in addition to significant direct effects of parenting effectiveness
((3= -.30,/? < .001) and parent health (|3= -. 18, p< .01) on child externalizing
behaviors, the direct effect of parental incarceration on child externalizing behaviors
was significant (P = .13,/? < .01). As hypothesized, experiencing parental
incarceration during the first 10 years of a child's life significantly predicted higher
levels of externalizing behaviors for youth in the 10th grade, even when controlling
for social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting. The direct effect of
social advantage on child externalizing behaviors was not significant (see Figure 11).
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The 10th grade model accounted for 21% of the variance in child externalizing
behaviors; once again, less than both the 5th and 8th grade models.
Figure 11. Direct Effect Model for 10th Grade Externalizing Behaviors
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While the direct effects of parental incarceration and social advantage
disappeared when controlling for the other constructs, it is important to note that this
does not negate the potentially important roles that each may in regards to child
adjustment. In fact, it lends support to the final hypothesized model which indicates
several possible indirect or mediating relationships between the constructs and child
externalizing behaviors.
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Aim 4 — Mediational Models of Parental Incarceration and Child Externalizing
Behaviors
The fourth aim involved testing mediational models where it was
hypothesized that the relationship between parental incarceration and externalizing
behaviors was mediated by social advantage, parental health, and effective parenting
(see Figure 9). A final set of models was developed to examine both the direct and
indirect relationships of the constructs with the outcome variable. Since it was
already determined that parental incarceration and social advantage did not have
significant direct relationships with child externalizing behaviors during the 5th and
Figure 12. Mediation Model of Latent Constructs

8th grades, these paths were excluded from the 5th and 8th grade models. The direct
path from parental incarceration to child externalizing behaviors was maintained in
the 10th grade model.
Table 18.
Parameter Estimates for all Paths in the Initial Models of the Effect
Child Externalizing Behaviors (n = 671)
Outcome
Predictors
5th Grade Model
Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
Parent Incarceration ->Parent Health
Parent Incarceration -^Parenting
Parent Incarceration -> Externalizinga
Social Advantage ->Parent Health
Social Advantage ->Parenting
Social Advantage -> Externalizing"
Parent Health -> Parenting
Parent Health -> Externalizing
Parenting -^Externalizing
Intervention -> Externalizing

of Parental Incarceration on
B

Rz
.60

P

-9.92
-0.08
-0.05
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.65
-4.16
-6.58
-0.60

-.18
-.07
-.03
.00
.44
.08
.00
.44
-.26
-.61
-.05

***

-9.96
-0.09
-0.04
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.56
-5.15
-5.95
-0.45

-.18
-.08
-.03
.00
.44
.08
.00
.42
-.34
-.53
-.04

***

8th Grade Model

***

***
***
***
.57

Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
Parent Incarceration ->Parent Health
Parent Incarceration ->Parenting
Parent Incarceration -> Externalizing"
Social Advantage ->Parent Health
Social Advantage -^Parenting
Social Advantage -> Externalizing"
Parent Health ->Parenting
Parent Health -> Externalizing
Parenting -^Externalizing
Intervention -> Externalizing
10th Grade Model

***

***
***
***

.21
10.10
-.18 ***
-0.09
-.08
-0.06
-.03
2.71
.13 **
0.01
.44 ***
0.00
.08
0.00
.00
0.73
.46 ***
-3.00
-.16 *
-3.54
-.31 ***
0.14
.01
Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, ***/><.001. Data is from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003). "Path constrained to 0 due to earlier analyses in Aim 3 on direct
effects.
Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
Parent Incarceration-^ Parent Health
Parent Incarceration -^Parenting
Parent Incarceration ->Externalizing
Social Advantage ^Parent Health
Social Advantage -^Parenting
Social Advantage -> Externalizing"
Parent Health-> Parenting
Parent Health -> Externalizing
Parenting -^Externalizing
Intervention ->Externalizing
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Table 19.
Fit Indices for Mediation Models of the Effect of Parental Incarceration on Child Externalizing
Behaviors
Model
Variables
CFI
RMSEA
JL
*'-*f
JL
189.7
.000
2.15
.936
.041
5th Grade
Incarceration
Externalizing
Social Advantage
Initial model
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention
5th Grade
Externalizing
Refined model

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

194.94

8th Grade
Externalizing
Initial model

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

189.5

8th Grade
Externalizing
Refined model

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

195.91

10th Grade
Externalizing
Initial model

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

10th Grade
Externalizing
Refined model

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

91

.000

2.14

.934

.041

.000

2.15

.928

.041

91

.000

2.15

.926

.041

189.2

87

.000

2.17

.927

.042

197.87

91

.000

2.17

.923

.042

While in this first stage of model development, the models fit relatively well
(X2: df= 2.15, CFI = .936, RMSEA = .041), there were several paths that were not
significant (see Table 15); the direct effect between parental incarceration and parent
health, the direct effect between parental incarceration and effective parenting, and
the direct effect of social advantage on effective parenting. By removing these paths
which were not significant in a stepwise approach, the model was refined to a more
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parsimonious model of the constructs (see Tables 18 and 19). The refined model
(see Figure 10) was an improvement to the full model without a decrease in fit

(A^(3,n = 67l) = 5.24,p>.05).
In each grade level, the refined model confirmed many associations found in
earlier studies as well as the specific paths hypothesized in this study. In the 5th
grade model (see Figure 13), the relationship between parental incarceration and
child externalizing behaviors was mediated through a complex mechanism
incorporating both direct and indirect pathways involving social advantage, parent
Figure 13. Refined Model for 5th Grade Externalizing Behaviors

Parent Incarcerated

health, and effective parenting (see Table 17). To begin with, parental incarceration
significantly predicted a decrease in social advantage ((3 = -.19, p< .001). A
decrease in social advantage significantly predicted a decrease in parent health
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((3 = .49,/? < .001). A decrease in parental health significantly predicted an increase
in child externalizing behaviors directly (|3 = -.26, p < .001) and indirectly through
effective parenting (P = .50, p < .001). Finally, a decrease in effective parenting
significantly predicted an increase in child externalizing behaviors (p = -.61,
p < .001).
The Sobel test (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Sobel, 1982) was used to test the
significance of the mediating relationships between parental incarceration, social
advantage, and parent health (z = -3.76,p < .001); social advantage, parent health,
and effective parenting (z = 3.88,p < .001); social advantage, parent health, and
child externalizing (z = -3.07,p < .01); and parent health, effective parenting, and
child externalizing behaviors (z = -3.19, p <.001). All were found to be true
mediating relationships. The standardized indirect effect of parental incarceration on
child externalizing behaviors, mediated by social advantage and parent health, was
equal to .024, while the standardized indirect effect of parental incarceration on child
externalizing behaviors, mediated by social advantage, parent health, and effective
parenting, was equal to .028. These resulted in a final standardized total effect of
parental incarceration on child externalizing behaviors when the children were in the
5th grade equal to .052. The results suggest that parental incarceration is related to
child externalizing behaviors to the degree that it is related to social advantage,
parent health, and effective parenting methods. This final model explained 60% of
the variance in child externalizing behaviors in the fifth grade.
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Table 20.
Parameter Estimates for Final Mediation Models of the Effect of Parental Incarceration on Child
Externalizing Behaviors
R2
Outcome
Predictors
JL
External 5th
.60
grade
.19***
Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
10.358
49***
Social Advantage -^Parent Health
0.010
50***
Parent Health ->Parenting
0.757
Parent Health -> Externalizing
-.26***
-4.185
. 6i***
Parenting -> Externalizing
-6.443
Intervention-^ Externalizing
-0.549
-.05
External 8th
.57
grade
.19***
Parent Incarceration -^Social Advantage
10.455
49***
Social Advantage -^Parent Health
0.010
,48***
Parent Health -^Parenting
0.653
.34***
Parent Health ->Externalizing
-5.178
_ 52***
Parenting -^Externalizing
-5.795
Intervention -> Externalizing
-.04
-0.529
External 10th
.20
grade
.19***
Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
10.488
4g***
Social Advantage -^Parent Health
0.010
57***
Parent Health -^Parenting
1.008
15***
Parent Incarceration ->Externalizing
3.067
_ 42***
Parenting -> Externalizing
-4.248
.01
Intervention -> Externalizing
0.155
Note. *p < .05, **p< . 01, ***/?<. 001. Data is from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).

While these relationships were stronger in the 5th grade, they were
maintained even as far out as five years later when the children were in 10th grade.
As seen in Table 20, the directions and significance of these paths were similar in the
8th and 10th grade, however the amount of variance in child externalizing behaviors
that the models explained diminished over time.
In the 8th grade model (see Figure 14), parental incarceration once again
significantly predicted decreased social advantage (P = -.19,p < .001). Lower social
advantage, in turn, significantly predicted lower parent health (P = .49, p < .001).
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Lower parental health significantly predicted an increase in child externalizing
behaviors directly (P = -34, p < .001) and indirectly through less effective parenting
(P = .48, p < .001). Finally, a decrease in effective parenting significantly predicted
an increase in child externalizing behaviors (p = -.52,p < .001). The Sobel test
Figure 14. Refined Model for 8th Grade Externalizing Behaviors

Parent Incarcerated

revealed that the indirect effects between parental incarceration, social advantage,
and parent health (z = -3.79,p < .001); social advantage, parent health, and effective
parenting (z = 3.46, p < .001); social advantage, parent health, and child
externalizing (z = -3.23,p < .001); and parent health, effective parenting, and child
externalizing behaviors (z = -2.77, p< .01), were all significant mediating
relationships. The standardized indirect effect of parental incarceration on child
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externalizing behaviors mediated by social advantage and parent health was equal to
.032, while the standardized indirect effect of parental incarceration on child
externalizing behaviors mediated by social advantage, parent health, and effective
parenting was equal to .023. These resulted in a final standardized total effect of
parental incarceration on child externalizing behaviors when the children were in the
8th grade equal to .056. The 8th grade model explained 57% of the variance in child
externalizing behaviors.
Finally, in the 10th grade model (see Figure 15), the model was similar to the
5th and 8th grade model with two exceptions. First, parental incarceration
significantly and directly predicted an increase in child externalizing behaviors
(P = .15, p < .001), and, second, the direct effect between parental health and child
externalizing was no longer statistically significant. The other direct and indirect
effects were maintained. Parental incarceration significantly predicted a decrease in
social advantage (P = -.19, p < .001). A decrease in social advantage significantly
predicted a decrease in parent health (fi = .48, p < .001). Lower parental health
significantly predicted a decrease in effective parenting (/? = .57, p < .001). Finally,
a decrease in effective parenting significantly predicted an increase in child
externalizing behaviors (fi = -.42, p < .001). The Sobel test showed that the indirect
effects between parental incarceration, social advantage, and parent health (z = -3.17,
p < .001); social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting (z = 3.37,
p < .001); and parent health, effective parenting, and child externalizing behaviors
(z = -3.29, p < .001) were significant meditating relationships.
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Figure 15. Refined Model for 10th Grade Externalizing Behaviors
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The indirect effect of parental incarceration on child externalizing behaviors
mediated by social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting was equal to
.022. This and the direct effect of parental incarceration on child externalizing
behaviors resulted in a final total effect of parental incarceration on child
externalizing behaviors of .173 when the children were in the 10th grade. The 10th
grade model explained 20% of the variance in child externalizing behaviors. All of
the total effects across all three grades are small and are not as large as the direct
effects found in Murray and Farrington's study (2005) of sons of incarcerated
parents as will be discussed more fully in the discussion section.
Supplemental Analyses Examining Serious Youth Delinquency
With the significant findings revealed in models predicting child
externalizing behaviors, the study explored more serious youth delinquency as
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measured by the Elliot Delinquency Scale (Elliot, 1983) when the youth were in 10th
grade. As described earlier, the Elliot Delinquency subscale, focusing on major
offenses, captures those externalizing behaviors that are more serious in nature
which are often law violating. The aims of these supplemental analyses were to:
1. Investigate the association between parental incarceration in childhood and
subsequent serious delinquency of youth.
2. Test models that postulate that the relationship between parental incarceration
in childhood and serious delinquency is mediated by a family's social
advantage, parents' health and effective parenting skills.
Supplemental aim 1 - association between parental incarceration and
serious youth delinquency. The first supplemental aim involved investigating the
association between childhood parental incarceration and serious delinquency. It
was hypothesized that experiencing parental incarceration during childhood would
be related to more delinquent acts.
A model was developed which included the correlations between the
constructs of interest. All parts of this model were similar to the earlier correlation
model of externalizing behaviors with the exception of the outcome variable. The
measurement part of the model was assessed and was found to fit the data relatively
well (see Table 21) for delinquency tf = 132.28(57),/? < . 0 0 0 , / : df=2.32,
CFI=.935, RMSEA =.044). After assessing the measurement model and finding
adequate fit, the correlations were examined.
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Table 21.
Fit Indices of Correlations and Direct Models for Serious Youth Delinquency
Model
10th Grade
Elliot Major
Delinquency

Variables
Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

£
132.28

df
57

x2: df
2.32

p
.000

CFI
.935

RMSEA
.044

As with externalizing behaviors, the correlation model for serious
delinquency revealed significant associations among all the variables of interest (see
Table 22). There was a small yet significant positive correlation between parental
incarceration and delinquency (r =.1 \,p < .01). These correlations are very similar
to the correlations found Farrington's (1989) and Maguin, Hawkins, Catalano, &
Hill's (1995) studies noted earlier which found correlation values of .16 and .06
respectively between childhood parental criminality and youth violence. There were
also small yet significant negative associations between delinquency and effective
Table 22.
Parameter Estimates of Correlations of Latent Constructs for Serious Youth Delinquency when
Child is in 10th Grade (n = 671)
Variables
Delinquency
Incarceration Parenting Health
Social
Advantage
1
Delinquency
Parent Incarceration

j j**

1

Effective Parenting

.23***

-.12*

Health

_ 21***

-.16**
.19***

Social Advantage
Intervention

17***
-.10*

-.01

1
53***
30***

1
45***

1

-.02

.08

.08

Note. *p < .05, **p<. 01, ***p<.00\. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).
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parenting (r = -.23, p < .001), parent health (r = -.21, p <.001), and social advantage
(r = -.17, p < .001). This once again points to the importance of examining the effect
of childhood parental incarceration when controlling for social advantage, parent
health, and effective parenting, as well as looking at possible indirect relationships
between the predictor and outcome variables. In contrast to earlier models with child
externalizing behaviors, there was a small, yet significant negative association
between the intervention and delinquency thus indicating the importance of
controlling for the intervention in all models.
Supplemental aim 2 - mediational models of parental incarceration and
serious youth delinquency. The second supplemental aim involved testing a
meditational model where it was hypothesized that the relationship between
childhood parental incarceration and serious delinquency was mediated by social
advantage, parental health, and effective parenting. An additional model was
developed to examine both the direct and indirect relationships of the constructs of
interest and serious delinquency. While the model fit relatively well as seen earlier,
there were several paths that were not significant (see Table 23).
In the model, the direct effects between parental incarceration and health,
parental incarceration and parenting, and social advantage and parenting were not
significant. Nor were the direct effects of parental incarceration, social advantage,
and parent health on the outcome variable. By removing the paths which were not
significant, the model was refined to a more parsimonious model (see Table 24) of
the constructs without a decrease in fit (A%2 (7, n = 671) = 12.12, p > .05).
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Figure 16. Conceptual Model for Youth Delinquency

Youth Delinquency

Intervention

Table 23.
Parameter Estimates for Initial Mediation Models of the Effect of Parental Incarceration on
Serious Youth Delinquency (n = 671)
R2
Outcome
Predictors
B
P
Delinquency
.08
10th grade
Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
9.962 -.185
Parent Incarceration ->Parent Health
-.084 -.074
Parent Incarceration ->Parenting
-.050 -.025
Social Advantage ->Parent Health
.432
.009
Social Advantage ->Parenting
.003
.076
Parent Health -^Parenting
.893
.502
Parent Incarceration -^Delinquency
.206
.067
Social Advantage ^Delinquency
-.004 -.066
Parent Health -^Delinquency
-.186 -.068
Parenting -^Delinquency
-.265 -.172
Intervention -^Delinquency
-.163 -.087
Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p<.00l. Data are from Linking Interests of Families and Teachers
(LIFT) project (Eddy et al., 2003).
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Table 24.
Fit indices for
Delinquency
Model
10th Grade
Delinquency
Initial model

10th Grade
Delinquency
Refined
model

Medication Models of the Effect of Parental Incarceration on Serious Youth
Variables
Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

^
137.66

df
60

p
.000

^: df
2.29

CFI
.932

RMSEA
.044

Incarceration
Social Advantage
Parent Health
Effective Parenting
Intervention

149.78

67

.000

2.24

.928

.043

The refined model confirmed many of the associations found in earlier
studies as well as those found for externalizing behaviors (Table 25). The
relationship between parental incarceration and serious youth delinquency was
mediated by through a complex mechanism incorporating both direct and indirect
pathways with social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting. To begin
with, parental incarceration significantly predicted a decrease in social advantage
(fi = -.\9,p< .001). A decrease in social advantage significantly predicted a
decrease in parental health (fi = .48,/? < .001).
Table 25
Parameter Estimates for Final Mediation Models of the Effect of Parental Incarceration on
Serious Youth Delinquency (n = 671)
Outcome
Predictors
B
[}
R2
Delinquency
.08
10th Grade
Parent Incarceration -> Social Advantage
-10.429
_ 19***
Social Advantage -> Parent Health
.010
.48***
Parent Health -> Parenting
1.087
.59***
Parenting -> Delinquency
-.376
-.26***
Intervention -> Delinquency
-.178
-.09*
Note. *p < .05, **/?<.01,

***p<.00l.

A decrease in parental health significantly predicted a decrease in effective parenting
{fi = .59, p < .001). Finally, a decrease in effective parenting significantly predicted
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an increase in delinquency (fi = -.26, p <.001). The Sobel test (Baron & Kenny,
1986) was used to test the significance of the mediating relationships between
parental incarceration-social advantage-parent health (z = -3.17,p < .01), social
advantage-parent health-effective parenting (z = 3.37,p < .001), and parent healtheffective parenting-youth delinquency (z = -3.01,/? < .01). All were found to be true
mediating relationships.
Figure 17. Final Model for Youth Delinquency

Parent Incarcerated

Youth
Dielinquency

2
0.10*

In

The indirect and total effect of parental incarceration on child externalizing
behaviors mediated by social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting was
equal to .014. The results suggest that parental incarceration predicts youth
delinquency to the degree that it predicts social advantage, parent health, and
effective parenting methods. This final model explained 8% of the variance in
serious youth delinquency in the tenth grade.
The next chapter will discuss these results and their significance in depth.
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Chapter 6: Discussion
Major Findings
The goals of this research were fourfold: first, to examine the similarities and
differences between children with and without incarcerated parents; second to
examine the association of parental incarceration with child externalizing behaviors
across adolescence; third, to investigate the relationship between parental
incarceration and child externalizing behaviors when controlling for family social
advantage, parent health, and effective parenting; and finally, to investigate the
mediating roles that family social advantage, parents' health, and parenting quality
might play in the relationship between parental incarceration and child externalizing
behaviors. Using longitudinal data, the study was able to examine the connection
between childhood parental incarceration and the youths' behavior in the 5th grade,
8th grade, and 10th grade. As part of a supplemental analysis, the study applied a
similar mediating model to serious youth delinquency to examine if a similar
mechanism might be operating in conjunction with delinquency. The study supports
many findings from earlier studies. The study also advances our knowledge of
children with incarcerated parents by proposing a model of the mechanisms through
which parental incarceration predicts both child externalizing behavior and serious
youth delinquency.
Similarities and differences of children with and without incarcerated
parents. The first aim of the study was to examine the similarities and differences of
children and their families with and without an incarcerated parent. Similar to the

findings from Mumola's survey of incarcerated parents (2000), the study revealed
that parents in families with an incarcerated parent tended to be less educated,
worked in less skilled occupations, and received more governmental financial
assistance. Even though the parents in families with an incarcerated parent worked
the same number of hours on average as parents in families without an incarcerated
parent, their household income was lower. This suggests that the issue for families
with an incarcerated parent is not that they are working less but, rather, their jobs pay
less. This is an important distinction when looking at implications for practice and
policy.
In terms of overall parental health, parents in families with an incarcerated
parent on average reported being more depressed and having worse physical health
than parents in families without an incarcerated parent. These research findings
were consistent with earlier studies which found similar health risks in the lives of
inmate parents (Johnston, 1995; Myers et al., 1999; Mumola, 2000; Poehlman,
2005). While other researchers report a high use of alcohol among inmates
(Johnston, 1995; Mumola, 2000, Travis & Waul, 2003), this study found no
significant differences in reports of the number of alcohol-related problems for the
parents in families with an incarcerated parent versus those without an incarcerated
parent. The self-reported nature of alcohol-related problems may have lead to an
under-reporting of this variable, concealing a real difference. A brief examination
of the official arrest records and the reason for arrest, indicated far more alcoholrelated problems occurring among incarcerated parents than were reported.

To date, there have been few studies that have looked at parenting differences
between families with an incarcerated parent and those without an incarcerated
parent. The current data revealed that parenting was similar between the two groups
in the areas of parental monitoring, praising of the child, parent involvement with the
child, and the overall quality of the relationship between the parent and child.
However, the two groups differed in two aspects of parenting: inconsistent discipline
and inappropriate discipline. For those families with an incarcerated parent, the use
of inconsistent and inappropriate discipline was, on average, greater than in families
without incarcerated parents. Because of the link between ineffective discipline
techniques and child behavior problems (Knutson et al., 2004; Martinez & Forgatch,
2002), this finding is of particular concern. What might be causing these differences
in parenting is unclear from this study. The higher levels of inconsistent discipline
in families with an incarcerated parent may in part be explained by the parents'
involvement in criminality, and the subsequent attention to and consequences of that
criminality. Inappropriate discipline may reflect parental strain where normal
irritations can give rise to undue escalation of anger, frustration, and overreaction to
a child's behavior. These two aspects of parenting and their relationship to parental
incarceration need more examination as they might be crucial pieces to address in
any program working to improve parenting skills amongst families with an
incarcerated parent.
Associations between parental incarceration and child behaviors. The
second aim of this study involved examining the association between parental

incarceration and child externalizing behavior. It was hypothesized that children
who had experienced parental incarceration during the first 10 years of their life
would, on average, have higher levels of externalizing behaviors in the 5th, 8th, and
10th grades than those children who did not experience parental incarceration. This
hypothesis was supported by the current study. Across all three grade levels,
children with incarcerated parents tended to have higher levels of externalizing
behaviors. What is perhaps most interesting is that the relationship between parental
incarceration and higher levels of externalizing behavior persisted through the 10th
grade. As part of a supplemental analysis, the study found a similar association
between parental incarceration and higher levels of serious delinquent behavior in
the 10th grade. It is especially disconcerting that an event occurring in the first 10
years of a child's life (and for many children when they were quite young) would be
associated with higher levels of externalizing and delinquent behaviors after such a
long time.
These associations between parental incarceration and a higher level of
antisocial outcomes across adolescence are consistent with the research of Kinner
and colleagues (2007) and Murray and Farrington (2005) who found similar
relationships. However, using Cohen's (1998) and Rosenthal's (1996) qualitative
guidelines for interpreting effect sizes across studies, we see that the strength of the
associations found across the three studies differs. The associations between
parental incarceration and higher levels of externalizing behaviors in this study are
weak to weak-moderate across the three grades (r = . 12 to .20). In their London-

based study of sons of incarcerated parents, Murray and Farrington (2005) examined
the association between parental incarceration (during the sons' first 10 years) and
future antisocial personality across four different parent-child separation conditions
(no separation from parents, separation due to incarceration, separation due to
hospitalization or death, or other separation). When the sons were 14 years old, they
found moderate to strong associations between parental incarceration and antisocial
personality (odd-ratios ranging from 3.2 to 8.4 when comparing sons with
incarcerated parents with sons experiencing one of the other parent-child separation
conditions). Even stronger associations (odd-ratios ranging from 8.2 to 13.4 across
conditions) were found when the sons were 18 years old. In their study of Australian
children with incarcerated parents, Kinner and colleagues (2007) found a moderate
association (OR = 2.24) between paternal incarceration and antisocial personality
when the children were 14 years old. Potential reasons behind these differences in
the strength of association warrant attention. Despite this difference in the strength
of the association, all three studies revealed that parental incarceration was
consistently associated with higher levels of poor adjustment for youth in families
with an incarcerated parent, which in and of itself is an important finding.
It is unclear from any of these studies what it is about incarceration that is
maintaining these associations across time. It would be beneficial to explore this
issue more deeply to better understand specific risk mechanisms that might be
triggered by parental incarceration (or have led up to parental incarceration) which
are sustaining these negative outcomes.

Direct effects of parental incarceration on child behaviors. The third aim of
this study was to examine the direct effects of parental incarceration when
controlling for social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting. It was
hypothesized that even when controlling for these other dimensions, parental
incarceration would continue to significantly predict higher levels of externalizing
behaviors in the youth. This hypothesis was not supported by the data when
examining child externalizing behaviors in the 5th and 8th grade. It was, however,
supported by the time the children reached the 10th grade. The fact that the direct
effect of parental incarceration was not significant when controlling for the other
dimensions, does not negate the potential role that parental incarceration plays in the
final hypothesized model. In fact, it lends support to the final model that includes
several mediating relationships between parental incarceration and child
externalizing behaviors.
Such findings underscore the importance of both parental health and effective
parenting in predicting child externalizing behaviors, especially when children are in
5th and 8th grades. The study's findings in the 10th grade suggest that parent health
and effective parenting explain less of the variation observed in child externalizing
behaviors in late adolescence.
The changing nature of the direct effect of parental incarceration on child
behavior across adolescence is especially interesting in light of the five other studies
which have examined the effect of parental incarceration when controlling for other
factors (Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; Kinner et al., 2007; Murray & Farrington,

2005, 2008; Phillips et al., 2002). As discussed earlier, four of these five studies
found that parental incarceration continued to significantly predicted child behavior
when controlling for other risks (Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; Murray & Farrington,
2005, 2008; Phillips et al, 2002); one study (Kinner et al, 2007) found that when
controlling for other risk factors, the direct effect between parental incarceration and
child adjustment was not significant. Looking more closely at the differences in the
studies, we see that these differential outcomes seem to be connected to the age of
the child when the outcomes were measured. In Kinner and colleagues' study
(where the direct effect of parental incarceration on child adjustment was not
significant), the children were assessed when they were 14 years old. The only other
study to focus specifically on early adolescence was Murray and Farrington's
London study focusing on sons with an incarcerated parent. In Murray and
Farrington's study, the direct effects between parental incarceration and child
adjustment were mixed, depending on the four specific types of parental separation
conditions the child experienced. When controlling for a variety of childhood risk
factors and comparing sons with incarcerated fathers, and sons who had not been
separated from their parents at all, there were no significant associations between
parental incarceration and child antisocial personality at either age 14 or 18.
However, when comparing sons with incarcerated parents, and sons who were
separated from parents through hospitalization/death or for other reasons, there were
strong associations (odds ratios ranging from 6.4 to 25.8 across conditions) between

parental incarceration and antisocial personality at age 14 (for hospital/death
separation), and age 18 (for both conditions).
The other studies to find significant direct effects between parental
incarceration and child outcomes either focused on outcomes of adult offspring
(Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; Murray & Farrington, 2005, 2008) or examined a very
specific group of at-risk children (those receiving mental health services) and lumped
outcomes of all the children and adolescents who were 10 years and older (Phillips et
al., 2002). Due to the nature of these studies, neither provides especially pertinent
comparative information for this study.
While more research is needed to confirm the patterns that are emerging
across studies, the combined results suggest that for children with an incarcerated
parent, risk and protective factors are predictive to a greater or lesser degree
depending on the age and stage of development of the youth.
Indirect effects of parental incarceration on child behaviors. The final
statistical model in this study included all paths, direct and indirect, between parental
incarceration and child externalizing behavior. It was hypothesized that the negative
associations between parental incarceration and child externalizing behaviors were in
part mediated by social advantage, parental health, and effective parenting. The
research supported this hypothesis and found that parental incarceration was
associated with lower levels of social advantage, parental health, and effective
parenting, and higher levels of child externalizing behaviors. The connections
between depleted financial resources, social disadvantage, parental depression,

ineffective parenting and eventual poor outcomes for children have been well
documented in research on the general population (Grant et al., 2003; Jones et al.,
2002, Patterson et al, 1989; Simons et al., 1997). The findings in this study suggest
that these are important predictors for future antisocial behavior for children with an
incarcerated parent as well. These findings also lend support to the idea of parental
incarceration as a risk marker and part of a risk mechanism (an event associated with
a negative outcome but in a complex relationship). While the research supported this
hypothesis overall, the final mediation model suggested fewer direct paths between
parental incarceration and externalizing behavior than initially expected across all
three grade levels.
In the 5th and 8th grade, the study revealed that the relationship between
parental incarceration and child externalizing behaviors was fully mediated by social
advantage, parent health, and effective parenting. There were no significant direct
effects between parental incarceration and child externalizing behaviors. This
suggests that parental incarceration is connected to child externalizing behaviors to
the degree that it is connected to social advantage, parent health, and effective
parenting. The total standardized effects of parental incarceration on child
externalizing behaviors were very small in the 5 th and 8th grades (total standardized
effect for 5th grade equaled .052 and, for 8th grade, .056), however the final models
in these two grades explained a very large amount of the variation observed in child
externalizing behaviors. The 5th grade model explained 60% of the variance in child
externalizing behaviors while the 8th grade model explained 56% of the variance.

This same pattern of full mediation was observed in the supplemental analysis of
serious youth delinquency, indicating the possibility that a similar mechanism
operates for this behavior. However, a noticeable difference in the model of serious
delinquency was the dramatically smaller amount of variance explained by the model
(R2= .08) as compared to the models of externalizing behaviors, suggesting the
smaller role that parental incarceration, social advantage, parental health, and
effective parenting play in predicting serious youth delinquency.
In the 10th grade, the association of parental incarceration with child
externalizing behaviors continued to be mediated by social advantage, parent health,
and effective parenting but only in part. That is to say, there was also a significant
direct effect between parental incarceration and externalizing behaviors. While the
total effect size of parental incarceration on externalizing behaviors was larger in
10th grade than in 5th or 8th grade (total standardized effect size in 10th grade
equaled .173), the amount of variance the model explained dropped considerably to
20%. The partial mediation by social advantage, parent health, and effective
parenting observed in this 10th grade model of externalizing behaviors, and the drop
in variance seen in both the 10th grade model of externalizing and serious
delinquency, could be in part explained by the increased span of time between the
predictors and the outcomes. However, it could also be an indication of the
decreasing predictive role that characteristics of the family (specifically parental
health and parenting) play in poor adjustment of older adolescents. While causal
inferences cannot be made from this study, conceptually these finding provide

support to the Social Interaction Learning Theory which suggests that (a) when
children are younger, risks affect them to the degree that the risks affect family
functioning and parenting and (b) as the children develop, the influence of their
families on their behavior decreases and the influence of other proximal groups such
as peers and mentors increases (Dishion & Patterson, 2006; Reid & Patterson, 1989).
While this study highlights the role of parental incarceration as a risk factor
and a mechanism that is related to higher child externalizing behaviors and youth
delinquency, it should be stressed that parental incarceration is certainly not a
determining factor for these problem behaviors. Many children with incarcerated
parents lead healthy and positive lives. Developmental outcomes for children are
influenced by a wide array of factors at the individual, family, community, and
society level. As this study highlights, social advantage, parent health, and effective
parenting play important predictive and potentially protective roles for children with
incarcerated parents in terms child externalizing behaviors and serious youth
delinquency. The models in this the study provide support to the idea that these
protective factors do not operate in isolation but are interconnected in a complex
manner. Higher levels of social advantage were associated with better parent health.
Better parent health was associated with more effective parenting. Better parent
health and more effective parenting were both associated with fewer externalizing
behaviors by the child. This has important implications for both policy and practice
as will be discussed more fully later in this chapter.

Strengths of the Study
The research provides many important methodological and conceptual
additions to our current empirical knowledge base. As noted earlier, much of the
research to date has been methodologically weak. It has been primarily descriptive,
has used convenience samples, has had small sample sizes, and has relied on crosssectional data. Rarely has previous research used standardized instruments or
comparison groups. This study is based on strong methodology. First, it used data
from a large sample {n = 671) of children and families which provided power for
more complex analyses with structural equation modeling. Secondly, since there
were both families with an incarcerated parent and families without an incarcerated
parent from the same community, the data included an important normative
comparison group for the analyses. Third, the data were collected through the use of
standardized instruments which have been used extensively and reliably with minor
children and their families. Fourth, the research used a multi-method and multiinformant assessment strategy as a way to help decrease potential measurement
errors and reporting biases. And finally, the data were longitudinal, which provided
an opportunity to examine the effect of parental incarceration over the course of the
youths' adolescent development.
Conceptually, the study's hypotheses were based on well documented
theories as well as findings from earlier research on children in general, and on
children with an incarcerated parent specifically. In examining the effect of parental
incarceration on children, the current research provided support to many of these
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earlier studies in terms of descriptive characteristics of these families as well as
observed outcomes for the children. The study expanded our current knowledge of
this particular group of children and their families by exploring possible mechanisms
through which parental incarceration is related to child externalizing behaviors, a
topic that has not been explored quantitatively with this population. Identifying
these mechanisms is crucial. Only when we understand risk and protective
processes, as were examined in this study, can we begin to develop programs and
policies that effectively address these mechanisms by either interrupting or
preventing risk processes that are associated with poor outcomes or, alternatively,
enhancing protective processes that may result in more positive outcomes.
Limitations of the Study
While this study has many strengths, there are five key limitations of the
research including: (a) characteristics of the sample and the resulting limitations in
generalizability; (b) limitations in the ability to make causal inferences; (c)
limitations in the variables collected; (d) the accuracy of self-reported data; and (e)
the lack of complexity surrounding the variable of parental incarceration.
The data were collected from children and families who lived in a specific
region of Oregon, grew up during the 1990's, and were primarily Caucasian.
Because of this there will be limitations in the generalizability of the findings to
other populations in other geographic areas at different historical times. The lack of
racial/ethnic diversity in the sample (and the resulting inability to examine the
influence of race and ethnicity on child outcomes) is especially unfortunate given the
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racial and ethnic disparities that currently exist in the criminal justice system across
the United States (Bonczar, 2003; Mauer, 2007; Mumola, 2000).
Second, even though the study was longitudinal in nature and the predictor
variables (parental incarceration, social advantage, parental health, effective
parenting) preceded the outcome variables (child externalizing behaviors and youth
delinquency), all of the indicators for three of the key constructs (social advantage,
parental health, and effective parenting) were measured at one point in time. This
limits the ability to make causal inferences from the data around the associations
between these constructs.
Third, because the study was a secondary analysis, it was limited to the
variables that were collected in the primary investigation. For this study, nearly all
the variables of interest in the theoretical model were collected in the original
investigation in one degree or another, with the exception of measures connected to
parental substance abuse, dimensions of mental health other than depression, and
individual child assets. Earlier studies have found high levels of use and dependence
of alcohol and other drugs amongst incarcerated parents. While respondents were
asked about their use of alcohol, they were not asked until later in the investigation
about their use of drugs. The high incidence of incarcerated parents' mental health
problems is also reported in literature, but only parental depression was measured in
the primary investigation. Finally, in the literature of resilience, variables such as IQ
of the child, self-esteem, and hope are often cited as important individual protective
factors against negative outcomes. Since this information was not collected by the
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primary investigation, these important dimensions could not be included in the
models tested by this study.
A fourth limitation in this study is the use of self-reported data. As with all
self-reported data, individuals may report what they feel is a socially acceptable
answer. This can be especially true around behavior that might be deemed
inappropriate or illegal. For instance, around the issue of parenting, a person may
report positive parenting styles but leave out parenting behavior that is socially or
culturally seen as wrong or unacceptable. This is also true for alcohol use. Very few
problems were reported, even though there was a high incidence of alcohol-related
arrests as observed in the official records. The accuracy of self-reported data will
affect the validity of the findings.
Lastly, the study used a simple indicator of parental incarceration: a parent
incarcerated at least one day sometime during the first 10 years of a child's life.
While this variable represents some of the elements of parental incarceration, it does
not capture the full complexity of the incarceration experience including such
elements as the frequency and length of the incarceration, the gender and race of the
incarcerated parent, the degree to which or duration that a child was in contact with
the incarcerated parent, the reason for incarceration, the specific age of the child at
the time of incarceration, and the level of disruption the incarceration caused.
Additional research needs to focus on these specific elements of parental
incarceration.
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Implications for Practice and Policy
Despite these limitations, the study provides valuable information for both
service providers and policy makers on specific risk and protective factors and
mechanisms for this group of children. The descriptive and bivariate analyses in the
study provide information on a variety of dimensions of the lives of children and
families with an incarcerated parent and examine how these compare with families
without an incarcerated parent. We learn about characteristics of these families, and
we learn something about the issues these families face. From the structural
equation models in this study, we learn how these dimensions are connected with
one another. From all this information, we begin to understand what specific areas
might be targeted to improve outcomes for children.
One of the findings of the study was that families with an incarcerated parent
tended to have lower levels of social advantage, highlighting the first potential target
area for programs and policies. How might we boost social advantage for families
with an incarcerated parent? First, we note that social advantage contains a variety
. of dimensions including household income, parent education, parent occupational
level, and number of hours worked by parents in the household. By improving one
or more of these dimensions, we may increase the social advantage of the family. In
the study, the data revealed that families with incarcerated parents tended to have
less income even though they worked, on average, the same number of hours as
families without an incarcerated parent. Additionally, the parents in families with an
incarcerated parent tended to have less education and work at a lower occupational
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level. Hence, increasing income (especially in terms of wages), educational levels,
and occupational levels, could result in an increase in the social advantage of these
families. Examples of policies or programs that might improve these dimensions
include the development of more livable wage jobs, income support for families of
incarcerated parents, or education or employment training programs to help parents
secure better paying work.
The second piece that the model revealed was that better parental health and
parenting strategies were associated with lower levels of externalizing behaviors and
delinquency, underscoring two additional areas to target through policy and
programs. The connection of both health and parenting to social advantage points
out the importance of being especially attentive to the needs of those with limited
financial or personal resources in developing effective programs and policies.
In terms of parent health, the model indicates two specific aspects of parent
health that are associated with youth's adjustment: physical health and depression.
Improving physical health and/or decreasing depression could potentially lead to
more effective parenting and better child outcomes. Some examples of policies and
programs that might help improve parental health especially for those with limited
resources include: affordable and accessible health care and preventative services
for physical and mental health issues; targeted physical and mental health services
provided for those incarcerated and their families both during and after incarceration;
and affordable and accessible community health education programs.
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In terms of parenting, the model identifies many different aspects that are
associated with lower levels of youth externalizing behaviors and delinquency
including: appropriate monitoring, positive reinforcement, positive parent/child
involvement, and appropriate and consistent discipline. The data revealed that in
families with an incarcerated parent, the use of inconsistent and inappropriate
discipline was, on average, greater than in families without incarcerated parents.
Because of the relationship between ineffective discipline and child adjustment
problems, this would be an important piece to include in any program working to
improve parenting skills in families with an incarcerated parent. Programs and
policies that help parents with resources, time, and knowledge to effectively parent
their children might be beneficial for these families. Examples of such policies and
programs include: affordable, accessible and culturally sensitive parenting programs;
parent mentors or coaches for families with an incarcerated parent; support groups
for previously incarcerated parents and their families; and employment or prison
policies that support or enhance families' ability to spend quality time together.
The persistent link between parental incarceration and higher levels of
externalizing and delinquent behaviors provides incentive to address this issue early
and more comprehensively to prevent ongoing problems for the children, their
families, and our communities.
Implications and Recommendations for Future Research
While this research has provided important insights regarding parental
incarceration and its relationship to child externalizing behaviors and delinquency,
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the model presented in the research is very broad. There are four major areas where
future research could substantially refine and improve our empirical knowledge of
this population, and ultimately, lead to programs and policies that more effectively
address the needs of this population.
The first major area for further research involves examining if and how the
model varies in different sub-groups of the population including specific
racial/ethnic communities, different genders of children, different genders of
incarcerated parents, or children at various ages. As Brofenbrenner's ecological
model suggests (1979, 1986), each of these dimensions could alter how a child
experiences and reacts to the incarceration of a parent.
A second major area for future research involves examining differences in
child adjustment based on different incarceration experiences, specifically the length
of, the frequency of, and the disruption caused by the incarceration. This research
focused on any incarceration over a day in length that occurred during the first 10
years of a child's life. It did not consider these other dimensions. As emphasized in
Brofenbrenner's ecological theory (1979, 1986), the type and level of exposure to an
event can have dramatically different effects on an individual. It is likely that these
different types of incarceration experiences will affect children in different ways.
A third area for future research involves examining different cognitive,
emotional, behavioral, and social outcomes for youth with incarcerated parents
across their life. Some potential outcomes to examine include academic/employment
achievement, mental health, physical health, future criminality, or the formation of
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positive relationships. Longitudinal methods that examine the variability or
interaction of these outcomes across time would be an important addition in this
realm as well.
Another area for future research is the investigation of the effect of additional
risk and protective factors (either as mediators or moderators) in the model. Risk
and protective factors occur on a variety of ecological levels. This study focused on
three protective factors occurring within the immediate family: social advantage,
parent health, and effective parenting. There are many other factors on the
individual, family, society, and community level that could be examined. Some
especially pertinent factors for children and youth include individual assets of the
youth (e.g. self-esteem, hope, and intelligence), positive peer and adult relationships,
a history of other traumatic events, inter-parental conflict, experiences with racial
discrimination, and the availability of educational and employment opportunities.
The current study is just a beginning. Hopefully, more research will follow
so that we can continue to better understand how and through what mechanisms
parental incarceration is related to youth adjustment, and, from this information,
learn how we might better address the needs of children with incarcerated parents.
Conclusion
While there is a great deal more to learn, this study offers a substantial
addition to our understanding of how and through what mechanisms parental
incarceration may be related to youth adjustment. We learn about a variety of
dimensions in the lives of children and families with an incarcerated parent and how
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these compare to children and families without an incarcerated parent. Additionally,
we learn that parental incarceration is associated with higher levels of externalizing
behaviors and delinquency across adolescence, and that this relationship is mediated
by family's social advantage, the parents' health, and parenting strategies. These
findings highlight the important predictive and potentially protective relationships
that family's social advantage, parent health, and effective parenting skills have in
terms of youth externalizing behaviors and serious delinquency. Understanding
these risk and protective processes is an important first step in developing effective
and comprehensive programs and policies that address the needs of children and
families with an incarcerated parent.
In light of the growing number of incarcerated parents and the detrimental
effects that incarceration may have on their children and families, we need to
continue to investigate this vulnerable population so we can help these children and
families avoid the dangers posed to their well-being. Not only are children's and
families' lives at stake, but large sub-groups of the population of the United States.
With the over representation of racial minorities and those in lower socio-economic
classes in the correctional system, parental incarceration has the potential to
exacerbate racial and social disparities in an already unfair system. The situation is
dire. The need for more research and effective programs and policies is crucial
before the situation gets worse.
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Appendix A: Summary of Data Collection Instruments
Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale. (Radloff, 1977). The CESD Scale: A self-report depression scale for research in the general population.
Applied Psychological Measurement, 1, 385-401. Participants complete this 20item, self-report questionnaire focused on feelings and symptoms of depression. The
author has reported good internal consistency (alpha .85 to .90) and test-retest
reliabilities in the .5 range for up to 12 months.
•

Construct(s):

•

Respondent(s):

Child/Adolescent Adjustment (Mental and Physical Health),
Parental Depression
Target Subject, Parent

Child Behavior Checklist - Parent (CBC-L). (Achenbach, 1991). This widely used
113-item checklist for psychopathological behaviors and includes subscales such as
externalizing behaviors, and internalizing behaviors. National norms are available for
each of the scales that can be created from the checklist. Through various methods,
the CBC-L has been shown to have both construct and content validity. The CBC-L
discriminates between referred and non-referred children. The CBC-L has been
shown to correlate with similar scales on similar measures. Test-retest reliabilities
coefficients for the sub-scales ranged from 0.70 to 0.95. The mean coefficient for the
competence scales was 0.87 and 0.89 for the problem scales.
•

Construct(s):

•

Respondent(s):

Child/Adolescent Adjustment (Antisocial Behavior, Mental
Health)
Parent

Child Behavior Checklist - Teacher's Report Form (CBCL-TRF) (Achenbach,
1991). The Teacher's Report Form obtains teachers' ratings of many of the problems
rated on the Parents Child Behavior Checklist, with additional items specifically
appropriate for teachers. Scales are designed to be combined and compared with the
parent version.
•

Construct(s):

•

Respondent(s):

Child/Adolescent Adjustment (Antisocial Behavior, Mental
Health)
Teacher

Parent Major Interview (OSLC). The Baseline Parent Interview is conducted with
the parent of the child in the parent's home. The interview covers demographic
information on the parent (e.g., marital status, education, race/ethnicity, religion,
employment and financial situation), as well as the parent's friendships and support
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persons, involvement in pro-social activities, and problem-solving abilities. The
interview also covers demographic and adjustment information on the participating
child including education, deviant peer association, and traumatic experiences. The
interview includes questions about the parent's strategies for disciplining the
participating child, and the parent-child relationship.
The Parent Interview includes a modified version of the Traumatic Stress Schedule
(Norris, 1990). This instrument was designed to determine the frequency and impact
(e.g., perceived stress and posttraumatic stress disorder) of nine potentially traumatic
events on individuals' lives. It has been tested with demographically diverse
populations (Norris, 1992).
•

Construct(s):

•

Respondent(s):

Family Income, Family Environment (Parent antisocial,
incarcerations), Parenting, Parent-Child Relationship
(Quality), Child Adjustment (Traumatic History, Education,
Deviant Peer Association)
Parent

Parent Minor Interview (OSLC). This interview includes a series of questions
about different dimensions of parenting (e.g., monitoring, discipline, and positive
reinforcement). It also measures aspects of child behavior including school,
antisocial behavior, and peer involvement. Questions tap both the caregiver's and
child's emotional well-being. The parent is additionally asked to answer questions
about the parent-child relationship (e.g., contact and quality).
Construct(s): Parenting (Monitoring, Discipline, Positive Reinforcement), ParentChild Relationship (Quality), Child Adjustment (Overt Antisocial,
Peer Associations, School)
•

Respondent(s):

Parent

Physical Health Inventory. (OSLC measure.) The Physical Health Inventory was
designed to examine physical health and well-being in normative and clinical
populations for persons 14+ years old. It consists of a 48-item medical history
checklist and 15 questions about eating and exercise habits. The measure
demonstrates adequate reliability (alpha = .75).
•
•

Construct(s):
Respondent(s):

Child/Adolescent Adjustment (Mental and Physical Health)
Target Subject

Young Adult Interview (OSLC measure). Subjects participate in a one hour highly
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structured in-person interview. Most interview items are presented in Likert-type
scales or as yes/no, true/false format with additional probes about the frequency of
events or behaviors when appropriate. The interview updates demographic
information and assesses the participant's living situation, relationship with parents,
education, employment, financial situation, free time activities, community
involvement, use of services, relationships with peers, behavior of peers, romantic
relationships, arrests and driving histories, use of alcohol and substances, substance
use frequency and dependence, religion, and parenting (if participant has a child) and
satisfaction with quality of life. The interviewer completes an Impressions
Questionnaire following the interview which asks about opinions on the participant's
social skills, behavior, and general demeanor. The basic format for this interview
has been used with this sample since the first wave of data collection. Items have
been added, dropped, and adapted to be age appropriate as the sample has matured.
•

Construct(s):

•

Respondent(s):

Child/Adolescent Adjustment (Antisocial Behavior and
Substance Use, Mental and Physical Health, Adaptive
Functioning, Psychosocial Functioning, Social Adjustment)
Target Subject

Young Adult Interview - Short Form (OSLC measure). This interview is a 40
minute telephone interview that is an abbreviated version of the in-person interview.
The interview includes an update on the participant's living situation, free time
activities, arrest and driving incidences, family relations and support, education,
employment, general health (including the use of alcohol and drugs), peer and
romantic relationships, and quality of life. Since this interview is not done in-person,
the interviewer has limited opportunity to form impressions. Consequently, the
interviewer does not complete an impressions questionnaire after these interviews.
•

Construct(s):

•

Respondent(s):

Child/Adolescent Adjustment (Antisocial Behavior and
Substance Use, Mental and Physical Health, Adaptive
Functioning, Psychosocial Functioning, Social Adjustment)
Target Subject

